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Organizational Contributions to Perceived Workplace Discrimination 
Nicole Ellis Jagusztyn 
Abstract 
 
 
 
The purpose of the current study was to explore the role of six organizational factors 
(Equal Employment Opportunity, minority segmentation, diversity climate, instrumental 
social support, emotional social support, and token status) in the perception of 
discrimination in the workplace by minorities and majority-group members. Five 
outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health) were investigated in response to perceived 
discrimination. Moderated mediation was used to test hypothesis where perceived 
discrimination mediated the relationship between organizational antecedents and 
outcomes; minority status served as the moderators. Support for the mediating role of 
perceived discrimination was found in the relationship between each organizational 
antecedent and outcome. In each case, poorer environmental conditions related to 
increased perceived discrimination which in turn related to more negative workplace 
attitudes and health outcomes. Implications for workplace design are discussed.  
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Chapter One 
Introduction 
Overview of the paper 
There is a general paucity of research on perceived discrimination at work, and 
the studies that do exist in this area have focused on outcomes or individual factors 
contributing to the perception of differential treatment. However, perceived 
discrimination does not originate in the mind of its victim. There are likely a host of 
environmental and organizational antecedents to these beliefs. Understanding these 
antecedents is an important first step towards alleviating actual discrimination in the 
workplace.  
The study to follow will investigate how organizational factors impact perceived 
discrimination from the perspectives of both minority and majority group members.  Two 
types of perceived discrimination will be considered: subtle and overt. Perceived 
discrimination will be viewed as a stressor impacting five outcomes: job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, psychological health and physical 
health.  
Minority group membership 
 Although “minority group” tends to conjure images of a group composed of fewer 
members compared to a majority group, this is not necessarily the case. For the purposes 
of this paper, a minority group is any group of individuals that hold a disparate amount of 
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power compared to a majority group, regardless of size. In the United States, the 
predominant majority group in most work contexts is white individuals, specifically, 
white American men. The largest minority groups are women and non-white individuals 
(both men and women). The literature has shown the members of these groups to be 
disadvantaged both economically and socially. For example, a 2007 Census survey 
revealed that the female-to-male earnings ratio was 0.78. In other words, women have 
approximately 78% the income compared to men (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor & Smith, 
2008). Further, the characteristics of a successful manager tend be more masculine traits 
compared to feminine traits. A study compared data collected during 1976-1977, 1984-
1985, and 1999, and found that although the trend is decreasing over time, a good 
manager is still seen as being more masculine (Powell, Butterfield, & Parent, 2002). This 
predicament is not limited to women. For example, blacks earn less than comparable 
whites (Beggs, 1995; Bridges & Villemez, 1994), in addition to having more negative 
interpersonal outcomes when interacting with white majority group members (Crosby, 
Bromly & Saxe, 1980). 
Given that women and non-white individuals comprise the largest minority 
groups in the United States, it is no surprise that the bulk of research on the 
discrimination of “minorities” includes female and non-white samples, as discrimination 
likely has the largest impact for these groups in employment. Moreover, the 
overwhelming majority of studies involving non-whites focus on black individuals. This 
might be because blacks have traditionally been the largest non-white minority group in 
the U.S., and because of the lengthy history of overt institutional discrimination against 
this group. Thus, it is important to note that while the bulk of supporting research for 
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non-whites in this paper will center on black individuals, other non-white minorities will 
be included in this study. 
For the purposes of this paper, a minority is any individual who self-identifies as 
female (white or non-white) or non-white (male or female). Because two separate sets of 
comparative analyses will be done, a majority group member is defined as a male (white 
or non-white) when being compared to a female (white or non-white) or as a white 
individual (male or female) when being compared to a non-white individual (male or 
female).  
An Aside: Perceived Sexism/Racism and Perceived Discrimination Defined 
 Throughout this paper, sexism/racism and discrimination are used 
interchangeably.  There is a difference between sexism/racism and discrimination, 
however.  Sexism or racism includes feelings, opinions, and ideas that a person’s worth is 
based on gender or race.  Discrimination includes differential actions towards people 
based on their gender or race as a result of the attitudes towards people belonging to that 
gender/race. Throughout this paper, the terms may be used interchangeably, because the 
perception and outcomes of these constructs are closely related.   
The existence of discrimination 
Before one can discuss perceived discrimination, it is important to demonstrate 
the existence of actual discrimination in the workplace. A multitude of studies have 
demonstrated empirical evidence of discrimination against minorities in every aspect of 
employment.  First, recruitment efforts may be influenced by prejudice. One study found 
that companies tended to focus their recruitment efforts towards white neighborhoods and 
prestigious schools while avoiding job advertisements in newspapers and public agencies 
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(Neckerman & Kirschenman, 1991) where non-whites are likely to look. These strategies 
systematically excluded inner-city minorities from entering consideration; employers 
believed their methods attracted higher-quality workers. Second, subjectivity during the 
hiring process may lead to discrimination against certain groups. Fidell (1970) 
demonstrated that women are offered lower-level jobs and are rated as less desirable job 
candidates compared to men. King, Madera, Hebl, Knight & Mendoza (2006) found that 
resumes with stereotypically “black” names were rated lower than those with neutral 
names, regardless of the qualifications of the individual.  Additionally, Stewart and 
Perlow (2001) found that evaluators have more confidence when assigning whites to 
higher status jobs and conversely assigning blacks to lower status jobs, demonstrating 
possible discrimination in job assignments.  
Next, performance appraisals may be subject to bias. One study found that black 
employees received lower supervisory ratings when rated by white managers compared 
to black mangers (Stauffer & Buckley, 2005). However, white ratees received equivalent 
ratings regardless of whether they were rated by white or black supervisors. Greenhaus 
and Parasuraman (1993) investigated the attributions of performance ratings and found 
that the supervisors associated the success of black managers to help from others more 
often than either ability or effort, compared to white managers.  It has also been shown 
that black managers are rated lower on both task and contextual job performance 
compared to white managers (Greenhaus, Parasuraman, & Wormley 1990). Advancement 
is also subject to discrimination. Landau (1995) demonstrated that race and gender were 
significantly related to ratings of promotion potential, even after controlling for age, 
education, tenure, salary grade, and functional area.  Here, women were rated lower than 
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men, and both Asians and blacks were rated lower than whites. Moreover, several studies 
have demonstrated wage disparities for minorities. Women have lower wage and salary 
income than men (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, & Smith, 2008). Also, blacks earn less than 
comparable whites (i.e. in education, experience, hours worked, etc.; Beggs, 1995; 
Bridges & Villemez, 1994).  Promotions are also impacted by discrimination. Maume 
(1999) found that blacks were less likely than whites to be promoted, and men were 
highly likely to be promoted to a supervisory position if coming from an occupation 
dominated by women. Similarly, Baldi and McBrier (1997) found that white employees 
were highly likely to be promoted when in “scarce supply” among minorities. Another 
study found that the determinants of promotion differ for minorities (Baldi & McBrier, 
1997). Here, education was seen as a screening device for the hire of white employees 
but was not related to advancement. In contrast, education was considered a prerequisite 
for the advancement of black employees. Similarly, Mueller, Parcel & Tanaka (1989) 
demonstrated that black supervisors have to exhibit positive managerial qualities to a 
greater extent than white supervisors in order to be considered for promotion. 
Additionally, black men and white women waited longer than white men for promotions. 
Further, women are often on career tracks that do not allow for very high advancement 
within an organization (Gutek, Larwood & Stromberg, 1986). The disparities in 
promotion for minorities are likely linked to prejudice from majority-group decision 
makers. For example, white managers are more likely to associate the characteristics of 
successful middle managers with stereotypically “white” qualities rather than qualities 
stereotypically assigned to black individuals (Tomkiewicz, Brenner & Adeyemi-Bello, 
1998). Also, Foschi, Lai and Sigerson (1994) found that gender is a cue to competence 
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for men, but not for women. When there is a lack of evidence for competence, men will 
use gender in making job-related decisions.  
A variety of studies seem to demonstrate the existence of discrimination in all 
aspects of employment. It seems plausible that there would be an equally widespread 
amount of perceived discrimination among minorities.  
The prevalence of perceived discrimination 
 Whether or not discriminatory practices are actually in place, the notion of their 
presence may impact minorities.  A national study on socially disadvantaged people 
reported on the prevalence of perceived discrimination (Kessler, Mickelson & Williams, 
1999). Results indicated that 33.5% of the respondents experienced exposure to major 
lifetime discrimination and 60.9% experienced day-to-day discrimination. Black 
Americans and Latina/os are more likely than white Americans to say that they, and other 
members of their group, have personally experienced discrimination based on their 
ethnicity (Operario & Fiske, 2001). Women are also more likely than men to label a 
negative act as discrimination if it is perpetrated by a majority group member against a 
minority group member (Rodin, Price, Bryson & Sanchez, 1990). 
Perceived discrimination is also common in the work environment. Results from 
several studies indicate that non-whites do perceive their work environments to be 
somehow discriminatory, while white individuals tend to believe there are equal 
opportunities for all people (Hite, 2004; Jeanquart-Barone & Sekaran, 1996).  Similarly, 
women tend to view other women as targets of discrimination more often than men 
(Gutek, Cohen, & Tsui, 1996) and tend to report experiencing discrimination personally 
(Frienze, Olson, & Good, 1990). While currently there is a dearth of research on 
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perceived discrimination specific to stages during the job lifecycle (e.g. during selection, 
job assignments, layoffs) there is some evidence of minorities’ beliefs about differential 
treatment during career development and advancement (Burlew & Johnson, 1992; 
Jackson, 1994).   
 Thus, in keeping with the evidence of the existence of actual discrimination, there 
is evidence of perceived discrimination on the part of minorities. These perceptions of 
differential treatment are likely to impact attitudes and behaviors on the part of those 
affected.  
An Aside: Overt vs. Subtle Perceived Discrimination 
 Actual discrimination may take a subtle or overt form. Overt discrimination tends 
to be more obvious. Individuals may be denied resources, experience exclusion, or be 
publically mistreated as a result of their group status. Subtle discrimination, on the other 
hand, tends to be more covert. Individuals receive interpersonal mistreatment as a result 
of their group status. For example, an employee may insult a minority coworker based on 
their ethnicity. Thus, perceived discrimination can take different forms as well. When 
individuals perceive overt discrimination, they are experiencing a more blatant form of 
discrimination whereas subtle perceived discrimination results from actions which can be 
more ambiguous but are still attributed to group status. 
 There is evidence that forms of overt discrimination are have become less 
common in the past few decades (see Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991, for a review) as people 
of all races have tended to adopt more egalitarian views. However, as aforementioned 
studies have highlighted, all forms of discrimination are still in existence today. The 
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frequency, nature and severity of the perceived discrimination will differentially impact 
individual targets. 
Perceived discrimination as a stressor 
 Perceived discrimination is a stressor for minority employees.  Several studies 
have explicitly named race-based discrimination as a general stressor (Contrada et al., 
2001; Clark, Anderson, Clark & Williams, 1999) and an occupational stressor for black 
individuals (Hughes & Dodge, 1997).  Landrine and Klonoff (1996) found that 99.4% of 
the subjects in their study found racial discrimination to be stressful.  Discrimination has 
been well-documented as a stressor for black Americans, and the stress associated with it 
has been linked to negative physical and psychological outcomes (Hunter & Lewis-Coles, 
2004).  One definition of “stress” is “a particular relationship between the person and the 
environment that is appraised by the person as taxing or exceeding his or her resources 
and endangering his or her well-being” (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984, p.19).  The 
abundance of negative outcomes associated with perceived discrimination alone 
demonstrates how it can exceed an individual’s resources or endanger their well-being, 
and thus implies it as a stressor.  
The costs of perceived discrimination 
From an organizational perspective, the financial consequences of perceived 
discrimination can be devastating, as perceived discrimination is the logical precursor to 
discrimination lawsuits. There have been several large class-action lawsuits brought 
against major employers in the last two decades. In 2001, Coca-Cola paid $192.5 million 
to plaintiffs who accused the company of race-biased promotion practices (King & 
Spruell, 2001). Similar cases have been brought against Texaco, Inc., Shoney’s, Inc., 
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Winn Dixie Stores, Inc., and CSX transportation. The millions spent in settlements are 
only part of the equation; discrimination suits also cost companies in legal fees, lost 
productivity, and damage to the company’s image. In other words, a company’s bottom 
line can be seriously impacted by employee perceptions of fairness.  
However, the “costs” of perceived discrimination extend beyond the financial 
burden of lawsuits. Victims may experience chronic health outcomes, short-term 
physiological symptoms, job stress, psychological distress, changes in job attitudes or 
other negative consequences that may indirectly impact a company’s bottom line. This 
paper will focus on how perceived discrimination affects psychological health, physical 
health, and job attitudes.  
Perceived discrimination and psychological health outcomes 
 Psychological health differs between men and women. A meta analysis found that 
women tend to report higher stress levels compared to men, and women reported more 
depression, anxiety, and psychosomatic symptoms compared to men (Davis, Matthews, 
Twamley, 1999). However, empirical research has generally failed to demonstrate an 
overall disadvantage in mental health for ethnic minorities. For example, the self-esteem 
of African Americans and Hispanics may be higher than European Americans under 
certain circumstances, such as when academic self-esteem is not included in the self-
esteem measure (Twenge & Crocker, 2002). Thus, because non-whites are more often 
victims of discrimination, on the surface it may appear that pervasive discrimination has 
no impact on psychological health for ethnic minorities.  
However, there are a handful of studies that show well-being among minorities 
does vary when ethnic discrimination is considered. For example, a 13-year longitudinal 
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study of the effects of every-day perceived racism and discrimination on mental health 
found that greater frequency of negative racial encounters and a general belief that 
“whites wanted to keep blacks down” were predictive of poorer subjective well-being 
(Jackson, Brown, Williams, Torres, Sellers & Brown, 1996). Additional studies have 
found that perceived ethnic discrimination is significantly related to high level of 
psychological distress (Brown, Sellers, Brown & Jackson, 1999; Williams & Williams-
Morris, 2000). Researchers have similar findings when investigating negative mental 
health outcomes specific to perceived discrimination at work, and these studies have 
demonstrated how discrimination affects female targets. Women have been found to 
experience psychological distress in response to perceived workplace discrimination, 
even after controlling for prior emotional health (Pavalko, Mossakowski & Hamilton, 
2003). Similarly, perceptions of discrimination tend to harm well-being in women more 
so than men (Schmitt, Bramscombe, Kobrynowicz & Own, 2002). Bergman and 
Drasgow (2003) found a negative relationship between sexual harassment and 
psychological well-being for white, black, Latina, and Asian women. Everyday 
workplace discrimination and perceived prejudice has also been negatively associated 
with well-being among African Americans (Deitch, Barsky, Butz, Chan, Brief, & 
Bradley, 2003; Branscombe, Schmitt & Harvey, 1999). Exclusion, which is a form of 
discrimination, has been linked to poor psychological well-being (Mor Barak & Levin, 
2002). Klonoff , Landrine & Campbell (2000) found that women who reported frequent 
sexist treatment had more depressive and anxious symptoms than women who reported 
little sexism. Thus, perceived discrimination is one stressor which may be experienced 
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more frequently by minorities, and it may negatively impact psychological health 
outcomes for women and non-white minorities.  
Perceived discrimination and physical health outcomes 
Certain ethnic minority groups have a greater incidence of chronic illnesses (e.g. 
heart disease) and shorter life expectancies than white individuals (National Center for 
Health Statistics, 2007). Although lifestyle factors such as high-fat diets and lack of 
exercise are partly to blame, it has been suggested that perceived racism and 
discrimination might help explain the ethnic differences in certain health outcomes for 
ethnic minorities (Anderson, McNeilly, & Myers, 1993; Brondolo, Rieppi, Kelly, & 
Gerin, 2003; Clark, et al., 1999).  Studies have demonstrated that the perception of 
discrimination in general can have negative effects on health and well-being for ethnic 
minorities (Pavalko, Mossakowski, & Hamilton, 2003; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996).  For 
example, one longitudinal study of the effects of every-day perceived discrimination on 
physical health found that greater frequency of reports of poor treatment due to race was 
positively associated with number of doctor-reported physical health problems and 
presence of health disability (Jackson, Brown, Williams, Torres, Sellers & Brown, 1996).  
There are also important gender differences in physical health. Pre-menopausal 
women have longer life expectancies and a lower incidence of certain chronic illnesses 
compared to their male counterparts (National Center for Health Statistics, 2007). The 
“pre-menopausal” caveat is important because, as some researchers posit, there is a 
protective effect of female reproductive hormones (e.g. estrogen) against risk for 
coronary heart disease or other chronic illnesses. Gender differences lessen or disappear 
when post-menopausal women are considered. Because of the role biology plays in 
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explaining sex differences in health, it may appear that sexism has no effect. However, 
Bergman and Drasgow (2003) found a negative relationship between sexual harassment 
and perceptions of health for white, black, Latina, and Asian women. Also, Klonoff, 
Landrine & Campbell (2000) found that women who reported frequent sexist treatment 
had more somatic symptoms (i.e. headache, gastrointestinal symptoms, and pain) than 
women who reported little sexism.  
It appears that perceived discrimination negatively impacts physical health for 
both women and minorities. There are multiple explanations for group-level differences 
in physical health, and discrimination is likely one contributing factor. 
Perceived discrimination and job attitude outcomes 
The literature has demonstrated the ill effects of perceived discrimination on a 
number of job attitudes. Among them are less job involvement and career satisfaction, 
and fewer career prospects (Foley & Kidder, 2002; Perry, Hendricks, & Broadbent, 2000; 
Sanchez & Brock, 1996; Shaffer, Joplin, Bell, Lau & Oguz, 2000; Valentine, Silver & 
Twigg, 1999); greater work conflict, lower feelings of power, and decreased job prestige 
(Gutek, Cohen & Tsui, 1996); and fewer organizational citizenship behaviors (Ensher, 
Grant-Vallone, & Donaldson, 2001). Taken together, perceived discrimination is related 
to more negative job attitudes.  
Two of the more commonly studied job attitudes are job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment. Levitin, Quinn and Staines (1971) found an association 
between discrimination and job satisfaction for women. Perceived race-based 
discrimination negatively impacts job satisfaction as well (Valentine, Silver & Twigg, 
1999). Hispanic employees were found to have lower job satisfaction and organizational 
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commitment when perceiving discrimination (Sanchez & Brock, 1996). Ensher et al. 
(2001) demonstrated that perceived discrimination from supervisors, coworkers, and the 
organization itself impacted job satisfaction and organizational commitment in a sample 
of ethnically diverse blue-collar employees.  Also, gender discrimination has been 
negatively associated with job satisfaction and affective commitment (Shaffer et al., 
2000).    
Other studies have investigated the relationship between discrimination and 
turnover, and have found a positive relationship between the two. Shaffer et al. (2000) 
found a positive association between gender-based discrimination and turnover 
intentions. Also, a study with a sample of physicians found the perceived discrimination 
promotes turnover (Nunez-Smith, Pilgrim, Wynia, Desai, Bright, Krumholtz, & Bradley, 
2009). Physicians belonging to a minority group were significantly more likely than 
majority-group physicians to have left a job at least once due to perceived discrimination. 
Situational factors at work that signal possible discrimination may also promote turnover. 
While recruitment practices centering on diversity may be effective at recruiting diverse 
candidates, they may actually increase turnover when high expectations for a positive 
diversity climate are not fulfilled (McKay & Avery, 2005). Also, the paucity of diversity 
among upper management may increase turnover by indicating to minorities that there 
are no opportunities for advancement (Elvira & Cohen, 2001).  
Organization-level antecedents to perceived discrimination 
 The research on perceived discrimination as whole is sparse and few studies have 
concentrated on the antecedents of perceived workplace discrimination. These 
antecedents are multi-faceted: influenced by a complex web of organizational, group, and 
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individual-level factors. However, the current paper will focus on only six organizational 
factors.  These include Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) practices, minority 
segmentation, diversity climate, instrumental social support, emotional social support, 
and token status.  
It is critical to note that only the perception of organization-level factors will be 
evaluated, not objective measures of these factors. Objectively measuring these variables 
would be difficult even given unlimited resources within a single organization, let alone 
multiple organizations. While a comparison between objective and subject organizational 
antecedents to perceived discrimination would valuably contribute to the literature, it is 
beyond the scope of this project.  
Equal Employment Opportunity 
Today, it is more and more common that an Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) policy is part of an organization’s strategy. Having EEO provisions means that an 
organization does not consider any protected class information (e.g. sex, race, color, 
religion) when making organizational decisions such as hiring or promotions (Gutman, 
2000). Essentially, companies with a strong EEO policy take an identity-blind approach 
to organizational decisions. Under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, no 
organization (with a few exceptions) should make organizational decisions based on this 
information. However, an organization’s commitment to EEO, either formally or 
informally, will vary widely company to company.  
Research seems to indicate that the existence of EEO has a positive effect on 
discrimination; that is, a greater commitment to EEO is associated with less perceived 
discrimination. Including EEO as part of an organization’s strategic business plan 
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provides a tangible indication that discrimination is not tolerated in an organization 
(Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990). Adding EEO statements to company publications (e.g. 
website or newsletters) that frame diversity as a source of competitive advantage 
promotes the belief within the organization that diversity presents an opportunity rather 
than a burden (e.g. Cox & Blake, 1991). Because EEO policies are more group-status-
blind, it is unlikely there will be large group differences in how the presence of EEO 
impacts perceived discrimination. In other words, men, women, whites, and non-whites, 
will tend to perceive less discrimination when a company has a strong, visible EEO 
policy. Konrad and Linnehan (1995) explored this idea in a study of line managers’ 
attitudes towards human resource management practices. All line managers, regardless of 
gender or ethnicity, favored identity-blind policies over identity-conscious ones.     
To date no studies could be found on the relationship between EEO and 
psychological health, physical health, or job attitudes such as job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, or intention to turnover. It is possible that EEO policies have 
a positive impact on these outcomes given the fact that most employees tend to view 
these policies favorably. However, the direct impact of EEO on psychological and 
physical health, and job attitudes is likely very small.  
Minority Segmentation 
Minority segmentation occurs when minorities are relegated to certain jobs or 
areas within an organization. The occupational disadvantage for ethnic minorities has 
been well-documented (Kaufman, 2001; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993; Vaughn-Cooke, 
1983). The marginalization and segregation of minorities to certain jobs is also well 
established (Collins, 1989; Kaufman, 2001; Steinberg, 1995). Usually these jobs are the 
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least desirable, the lowest in terms of prestige and power, and contain the least 
opportunities for advancement (Kaufman, 2001), but it is also possible that these jobs 
have a decent income and high job security. However, when segmented jobs appear 
advantageous, they are often disadvantageous in other ways (e.g., opportunities for 
advancement, location) and thus become earmarked for minorities (Steinberg, 1995). In 
one study among black managers, 67% reported that they were holding a racialized job 
(Collins, 1997). Other studies have revealed that even higher-status positions set aside for 
minorities offer fewer opportunities to supervise production or non-minority 
subordinates, or to influence organizational policies (Cose, 1993; Feagin & Sikes, 1994; 
Zweigenhaft & Domoff, 1991, 1998, 2003).  
 How minority segmentation will impact perceived discrimination is unclear. No 
studies could be located investigating a relationship between these two concepts. The 
bulk of the aforementioned studies are self-report, illustrating that minorities are aware of 
the fact that they are relegated to certain jobs based on their group status. Thus, 
minorities will likely perceive more discrimination from the organization when their 
places of work funnel them into certain jobs or areas. However, there will likely be a 
negative relationship between minority segmentation and interpersonal discrimination 
from the viewpoint of minorities. In other words, women and non-whites will experience 
more interpersonal discrimination as their workplace becomes more integrated because 
they will be dealing more with majority group members. Majority group members, on the 
other hand, will likely display a negative relationship between minority segmentation and 
perceived organizational or interpersonal discrimination, as their group will be favored in 
most situations as they become a numerical majority.  Minority segmentation is difficult 
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to observe directly, and some studies have relied on subjective measures. However, some 
researchers have found a relationship between objective and subjective reports of this 
phenomenon (Gomez & Trierweiler, 2001; Hammer & Green, 1998; Turner & Turner, 
1981). The current study will use subjective measures of minority segmentation. 
It is possible there is a direct effect of minority segmentation on outcomes. A 
handful of studies suggest negative outcomes in terms of psychological health under 
conditions of minority segmentation. Several researchers have speculated that the 
abundance of white men in positions of authority may have a negative impact on women 
and non-white subordinates (Ely, 1994; Pfeffer, 1989; Ridgeway, 1988).  Specifically, 
Forman (2003) found a negative relationship between perceived racial segmentation in 
the workplace and psychological well-being (i.e. self-efficacy). However, to date there 
have been no studies on minority segmentation in the workplace and physical health.   
The relationship between minority segmentation and job attitudes, like job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment, remains largely unexplored in the literature. 
One exception is intention to turnover. Turnover among minorities may actually increase 
as segmentation increases. Jobs with higher concentrations of Latina/os and African 
Americans have less status, lower pay, less influence, and fewer opportunities for 
advancement (Chatman & O’Reilly, 2004; Tsui et al., 1992). Tomaskovik-Devey (1993) 
found that job quality improved as white male incumbents increased. Thus, minority 
segmentation may signal turnover for minority individuals. However, as minority 
segmentation increases, majority group members are funneled to the more advantageous 
positions. Majority group members will be probably be less likely to turnover as minority 
segmentation increases.  
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Perceived Diversity Climate 
An organization’s diversity climate can be defined as employees’ shared 
perceptions of the polices, practices, and procedures that both implicitly and explicitly 
communicate the extent to which maintaining an inclusive environment for all employees 
is a priority (Dipboye & Colella, 2005). In a positive diversity climate, group identities 
have no weight in organizational functioning. Here, human resource functions are 
consistently enacted, minorities exist at all levels of the organization, and prejudice is not 
rewarded. Discrimination should be less common within a positive diversity climate, 
compared to a company who does not value inclusion. 
Although it is possible to examine diversity climate at the organizational level of 
analysis, most studies have focused on individual level perceptions. This approach is 
useful because if minorities believe that their organization fosters bias, then this is the 
“reality” that the organization should tend to, as employees behavior reflects their 
perceptions (Weick, 1995). Research has shown that women and ethnic minorities tend to 
perceive a poorer diversity climate then their majority counterparts; with lower levels of 
inclusion, bias in informal processes, lost opportunities because of bias, and insufficient 
attention paid to diversity (Kossek & Zonia, 1993; Mor Barak, Cherin, & Berkman, 
1998). Organizations with positive diversity climates tend to exhibit lower levels of 
actual discrimination (Cox, 1994). This is likely due to a heightened commitment towards 
maintaining a diverse workforce. However, the relationship between diversity climate 
and perceived discrimination has yet to be established. There is likely a negative 
relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination, as a positive 
 
 
19 
 
diversity climate would entail organizational efforts to minimize discrimination. The 
current study will explore this possibility.     
Further, diversity climate perceptions are related to job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment (Hicks-Clarke & Iles, 2000).  As minorities are more likely to 
experience discrimination and thus benefit more from diversity efforts, a positive 
diversity climate will likely have positive effects on job attitudes for minority employees. 
Negative racial conditions within an organization have been shown to undermine 
minorities’ job attitudes (Chrobot-Mason, 2003; Foley, Kidder, & Powell 2002), which 
tend to be precursors to attrition (Griffeth & Hom, 2001). How diversity climate will 
impact job attitudes for majority group members is unclear. Majority group members are 
generally less likely to experience discrimination, and thus the strength of an 
organization’s diversity climate may be inconsequential. One study found that diversity 
climate was significantly and negatively related to turnover intentions for all groups, 
although the relationship was stronger for black employees (McKay, Avery, Tonidandel, 
Morris, Hernandez, & Hebl, 2007). Thus, diversity climate could have a positive impact 
on job attitudes for all groups. Conversely, aversive racism theory (Dovidio, Gaertner, 
Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002; McConahay, 1983) suggests that majority group members 
may have a subconscious aversion to minority group members and thus may respond 
negatively to diversity efforts. A positive diversity climate is counter to their self-
interests as it is benefiting other groups; job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and 
willingness to remain at an organization may suffer as a result. 
The direct effect of diversity climate on psychological and physical outcomes has 
been previously unexplored in the literature. It is possible that a positive diversity climate 
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will have a positive impact on health outcomes just as the effect is positive on job 
attitudes.   
Instrumental and Emotional Social Support 
One of the defining features of employment for women and non-white individuals 
seems to be the lack of similar individuals with whom to interact (Ibarra, 1993). A 
shortage of like others may mean that minorities are missing an important aspect of work 
life: social support. There are various forms of social support. First, instrumental support 
provides a minority worker with information or resources. Access to informal networks 
or the presence of a mentor may provide instrumental social support. Emotional social 
support, on the other hand, provides minority individuals a venue for venting on 
workplace issues, an opportunity to relate to co-workers on a personal level, and a chance 
to go beyond appearances and reveal personal qualities to others in the workplace. Access 
to informal networks and a mentor may similarly provide this emotional social support, 
but it may also originate from coworkers or a supervisor.  
Empirical evidence from several studies shows how minorities are shortchanged 
in both instrumental and emotional social support. Racial and ethnic minorities have 
lower participation rates in informal networks compared to white individuals (Lincoln & 
Miller, 1979). Some of this absence may be voluntary, but not all of it. A common 
complaint among women and ethnic minorities is limited access to or exclusion from 
informal interaction networks (Miller, 1986; Morrison & Von Glinow, 1990; O’Leary & 
Ickovics, 1992). Similarly, a consistent finding in interviews with women and ethnic 
minorities was the importance of informal processes in promotion opportunities in 
addition to the barriers they faced in gaining access to these informal processes (Mor 
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Barak et al., 1998). Apparently, these individuals feel that organizations not only tolerate 
but create barriers to promotion through informal resources and power networks. Access 
to these networks provides instrumental resources such as information, which can be 
critical for capitalizing on promotion opportunities. Further, there are interpersonal 
resources such as friendship, social support, and “face time” with decision makers which 
can improve well-being and also improve promotion potential (e.g. Ibarra, 1993). Thus, 
an absence from these informal networks, be it volitional or not, can be detrimental to 
career advancement. There is also evidence that minorities tend to receive fewer 
opportunities for training and development that may prepare them for advancement 
(Alderfer, Alderfer, Tucker & Tucker, 1980; Nixon, 1985; Jeanquart-Barone, 1996). 
Without access to informal networks, minorities may be unaware of opportunities. Black 
employees also tend to believe that they do not receive as much critical career 
information as their white counterparts (Alderfer et al., 1980). Women also tend to have 
less access to organizational information compared to men (Alderfer, 1987). Mentors 
provide support themselves, but may also provide access to informal networks. A 
performance barrier in the workplace indicated by female securities employees was lack 
of a mentor (Roth, 2004). Sponsorship can be crucial for career success for any 
individual, and especially so for minority individuals (Kanter, 1997; Yoder et al., 1985). 
The gender and the race of the mentor may influence their efficacy. White male mentors 
offer substantial benefits over women and non-white employees (Dreher & Ash, 1990; 
Dreher & Chargois, 1998; Dreher & Cox, 1996). 
The absence of either instrumental or emotional social support may signal the 
presence of discrimination for minorities; especially when others in the work 
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environment are receiving it. For example, one study found a negative relationship 
between social support and perceived race-based discrimination, where perceptions of 
discrimination increased as social support decreased (Prelow, Mosher, Bowman, 2006).  
There is also evidence of a relationship between social support and work 
outcomes. For example, black employees tend to view factors relating to an individual in 
their work environment, such as their supervisor, as their main source of job stress more 
so than white individuals (Stroman & Seltzer, 1991).  Another study demonstrated that 
lack of emotional support from supervisors was the strongest predictor of negative work 
outcomes (i.e. job stress) for black employees (Ford, 1985). There is a direct link between 
social support and psychological well-being. Support provided by one’s social network is 
important for maintaining a person’s well-being (Babin & Boles, 1996). Social support at 
work has also been associated with lower levels of emotional exhaustion and anxiety in 
addition to improved mental health (Snow & Kline, 1995). Workplace support may also 
decrease perceived stressors, improve general well-being, and reduce job dissatisfaction 
(Gant et al., 1993).  
Taken together, there is evidence that lack of social support is related to perceived 
discrimination. The absence of instrumental and emotional social support is potentially 
problematic not only because it may serve as a signal for possible discrimination, but also 
because it may negatively impact health and job attitudes.  
Token Status 
Kanter (1977) defines token status as an individual who shares group status with 
less than 15% of fellow employees. For example, a single woman in a workplace 
composed of seven men would be a token employee. Kanter originally formed her 
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tokenism theory around women, although it has been expanded to other minorities as the 
theory was designed with numerical imbalances in mind rather than physical differences. 
Kanter posited that there are three common token experiences in the workplace: 
heightened visibility in the work environment, which escalates performance pressures; 
isolation from social and professional networks, which serves to exaggerate the 
differences between tokens and the majority group (i.e. contrast); and “role 
encapsulation”, where tokens are forced into stereotypical scripts in order to make 
themselves understandable to the majority group. These common experiences may 
increase the perception of discrimination for women and non-white tokens.    
Relationships between tokenism and sex- and race-based discrimination have 
been found. One study on forty-four female firefighters (all tokens within their respective 
units) found that all but three reported experiencing sexist events within the last year 
(Yoder & McDonald, 1998). Experiencing sexist discrimination was positively associated 
with visibility of mistakes and negatively associated with colleagueship. Moreover, being 
the first woman in a firehouse was positively related to sexist discrimination and 
perceptions of differential treatment. Female lawyers in token positions have also 
reported higher levels of sexist behavior than non-tokens (Rosenberg, Perlstadt, & 
Phillips, 1993). The relationship between tokenism and discrimination has also been 
found among non-whites. For example, forty-four African-American journalists 
identified tokenism as one of the many discriminatory practices they face in the 
newsroom (Shafer, 1993).  
Although Kanter (1977) originally stated that tokenism depends more on 
numerical imbalances than group status, studies have shown that group status does have 
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an impact. The consequences of tokenism may depend on the relative status of the tokens 
compared to the majority group (Alexander & Thoits, 1985; Yoder, 1991). For example, 
male tokens in female-dominated occupations actually receive advantages, such as in 
promotions and pay (Fairhurst & Snavely, 1983; Floge & Merrill, 1985; Williams, 1992, 
1995). Similarly, Fairhurst and Snavely (1983) found that men in nursing school (i.e. 
tokens) did not report feeling socially isolated or under greater pressure to perform. This 
may be due to homophily preferences, or the tendency for individuals to associate with 
others like themselves (Berscheid & Hatfield, 1978; McPherson, Smith-Lovin, & Cook, 
2001; Smith-Lovin & McPherson, 1993). If individuals in power, such as upper 
managers, are male, they may provide preferential treatment to men in token positions. 
Thus, white male tokens may not experience the same discrimination as women or non-
white individuals. On the other hand, these same homophily preferences explain why 
female and non-white tokens experience differential treatment both socially and 
structurally. Roth (2004) posited this idea in her qualitative work with male and female 
wall-street employees. Interviewees revealed that homophily preferences were often a 
barrier to performance, advancement, and bonus compensation, which was based on 
performance appraisals. Thus, token status is necessary but not sufficient to produce 
perceptions of discrimination; one must also be a gender or ethnic minority. Given this 
information, token status will likely be positively associated with discrimination for 
minorities, whereas there will be a negative or a nonexistent relationship between token 
status and discrimination for majority group members.  
Tokens should experience more work stress and psychological symptoms than 
non-tokens (Kanter, 1977). Jackson, Thoits, and Taylor (1995) demonstrated how 
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tokenism is related to psychological well-being. Racial tokens experienced high levels of 
depression while gender tokens experienced high levels of anxiety. Also, racial tokens 
experienced “token stress”, which is characterized by loss of black identity, multiple 
demands of being black, a sense of isolation, and having to show greater competence. 
Also, greater role overload, a work stressor, was associated with gender token status.  
Token female police officers experienced less job satisfaction and more job-
related depression compared to non-token female officers (Krimmel & Gormley, 2003).  
However, male tokens may also experience negative job attitudes. One study found that 
token male flight attendants, a position dominated by females, experienced lower job 
satisfaction, less organizational commitment, and higher intentions to quit (Young & 
James, 2001). This is consistent with other research demonstrating traditional majority 
group members experiencing less affective organizational commitment when they find 
themselves with minority status (Chattopadhyay, 1999; Tsui et al., 1992). Neimann and 
Dovidio (1998) found black, Latina/o, and Asian professors were less satisfied with their 
jobs when they were the solo minority in an academic setting, although the relationship 
between solo status and job satisfaction was mediated by distinctiveness, or the 
stigmatizing feelings of minorities in a token status.  
There is also research on the link between minority tokenism and turnover. Hom, 
Roberson, and Ellis (2008) analyzed attrition information from 20 American firms 
contributing data on over 400,000 professional and managerial workers from a variety of 
demographic groups. They found that women quit more than men overall and racial 
minorities quit more than white Americans. Moreover, Asian American, black, and 
Latina women quit more than their male counterparts and white Americans as a whole, 
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although this effect was eliminated after tenure was controlled. Interestingly, being a 
female numerical minority in a male-dominated job did not result in greater turnover, 
although men do tend to turnover more as female incumbents increase.  These results are 
mirrored in a study by Chatman and O’Reilly (2004). Men are less likely to leave all-
male or male-dominated groups, and are more likely to leave female-dominated or 
balanced groups (i.e. groups with equal amounts of men and women). Women, on the 
other hand, were most likely to leave all-women or balanced groups and least likely to 
leave female- or male-dominated groups. These findings have implications for minority 
segmentation or tokenism, and turnover. Turnover will likely increase for men and white 
individuals as they become tokens in a minority-dominated workforce. However, 
turnover will decrease for women and minorities as they become tokens because they will 
view themselves as holding a position of status along with majority group members (i.e. 
white men).  
Summary 
 The purpose of the current study is to investigate the mediating role of perceived 
discrimination in the relationship between organizational antecedents and work 
outcomes. The organizational antecedents will include employee perceptions of EEO 
policy, minority segmentation, diversity climate, instrumental social support, emotional 
social support, and token status.  The outcomes will include self-reported psychological 
health, physical health, and job attitudes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
and intention to turnover). Analyses testing six different conceptual hypotheses will be 
conducted separately for comparing women to men, and white to non-white participants. 
Additionally, two types of perceived discrimination will be analyzed: subtle and overt. 
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Note that in each of the hypotheses below, predictions are made regarding the directions 
of paths in the models. For some hypotheses, the predicted directions are different for 
minority and majority group members. However, in every case, the relationship between 
perceived discrimination and job satisfaction, organization commitment, physical health, 
and psychological health is predicted to be negative while the relationship between 
perceived discrimination and turnover intention should be positive.  
 Equal Employment Opportunity policy is an identity-blind approach to company 
practices such as hiring and promotions. Individuals from all groups should be treated 
equally when a company has a strong EEO policy. Thus, a stronger EEO policy will 
relate to less perceived discrimination for both minority and majority group members, 
which will in turn relate to more positive job attitudes, and psychological and physical 
health outcomes.  
Hypothesis 1  
Perceived discrimination mediates the relationship between EEO policy and work 
outcomes. There will be a negative relationship between EEO policy and perceived 
discrimination for both minority and majority group members, although the relationship 
should be stronger for minorities. Similarly, both groups will demonstrate a positive 
relationship between EEO policy and psychological and physical health, and job 
satisfaction and organizational commitment, in addition to a negative relationship 
between EEO policy and intention to turnover. Thus, minority status should not moderate 
the relationship between EEO policy and perceived discrimination. 
Minority segmentation occurs when women and non-whites are relegated to 
certain areas or jobs within a company. Greater minority segmentation favors majority-
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group members, but may serve as a signal to possible discrimination for minorities. 
Further, minority segmentation may negatively impact health, job satisfaction, and 
organizational commitment for minorities, but will have the opposite effect for whites 
and men. Minority segmentation will increase intention to turnover among minorities, but 
will decrease intention to turnover among majority-group members.   When minority 
segmentation is prevalent within a company, minority individuals tend to relegated to 
lower-status jobs while majority group members are placed in positions of higher 
prestige. Thus, as minority segmentation increases, outcomes are better for white and 
men, but worse for women and non-white persons.  
Hypothesis 2  
Perceived discrimination mediates the relationship between minority 
segmentation and work outcomes. Minorities will perceive more discrimination as 
minority segmentation increases, whereas majority group members will display a 
negative relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination. 
Minority group members will report lower job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
psychological health, physical health, and greater intention to turnover as reported 
minority segmentation increases. The opposite will be found for majority group 
members. Thus, minority status should moderate the relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination. 
Diversity climate reflects shared perceptions as to the extent to which an 
organization values the inclusion of individuals from all groups through its policies and 
procedures. Minorities are the likely beneficiaries of such efforts. Thus, a strong diversity 
climate is likely to lead to less perceived discrimination and more positive outcomes in 
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terms of job attitudes, psychological health, and physical health for minorities, in addition 
to a decreased desire to turnover. However, it is unclear how majority-group members 
react to diversity efforts. They are less likely to benefit from such policies and it is 
possible they would react negatively to the inclusion of more out-group individuals due 
to possible losses in benefits. It is possible they will have worse health and job attitudes 
outcomes in addition to an increased likelihood to intend to turnover. 
Hypothesis 3 
Perceived discrimination mediates the relationship between diversity climate and 
work outcomes. Diversity climate is negatively related to perceived discrimination for 
minority group members. These individuals will also experience greater job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, psychological health, physical health, and less intention to 
turnover as diversity climate improves. Majority group members, on the other hand, will 
report a positive relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination. 
There will also be a negative relationship between diversity climate and job attitudes, 
psychological health, and physical health, in addition to a positive relationship with 
intention to turnover.  
Instrumental social support includes resources (e.g. information) provided to 
workers from supervisors or co-workers. When minority group members fail to receive 
these resources, they are more likely to report their group status as a reason. There will be 
a negative relationship between instrumental social support and perceived discrimination 
for minority group members. Further, the lack of instrumental social support will result in 
negative health and job attitude outcomes, in addition to an increased intention to 
turnover for minority individuals. However, because the lack of social support serves as 
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signal for discrimination for minority but not majority group members, there will be no 
relationship between instrumental social support and perceived discrimination for this 
group, although majority group members will still experience negative outcomes as 
instrumental support decreases. When majority group members fail to receive 
instrumental social support, they are more likely to attribute this failure to reasons other 
than group status.  
Hypothesis 4  
 Perceived discrimination will mediate the relationship between instrumental social 
support and work outcomes, but only for minority respondents. Minorities will perceive 
greater discrimination as instrumental social support decreases while men and whites will 
report no relationship between level of instrumental support and discrimination. All 
groups will report lower levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
psychological health, physical health, and greater intention to turnover as instrumental 
social support decreases.  
Emotional social support includes affective resources (e.g. opportunity for 
venting, advice) provided to workers from supervisors or co-workers. There will be a 
negative relationship between emotional social support and perceived discrimination for 
minority group members. Similar to instrumental social support, minority individuals 
tend to link a lack of emotional social support to their group status. Further, the lack of 
emotional social support will result in negative health and job attitude outcomes, in 
addition to an increased intention to turnover. However, because the lack of social 
support serves as signal for discrimination for minorities but not majority group 
members, there will be no relationship between emotional social support and perceived 
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discrimination for this group, although majority group members will still experience 
negative outcomes.  
Hypothesis 5 
           Perceived discrimination will mediate the relationship between emotional social 
support and work outcomes, but only for minority participants. Minorities will perceive 
greater discrimination as emotional social support decreases while men and whites will 
report no relationship between level of emotional support and discrimination. All groups 
will report lower levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, psychological 
health, physical health, and greater intention to turnover as emotional social support 
decreases.  
An employee is a “token” when they are part of a group that comprises less than 
15% of the workforce within their organization. Tokenism is associated with perceived 
discrimination among minorities in addition to negative job satisfaction and 
organizational commitment, and psychological/physical health outcomes. Conversely, 
majority-group tokens are less likely to perceive discrimination as they still hold a 
position of power due to their status in society. However, majority tokens are also likely 
to have lower job satisfaction and organizational commitment, as research has shown 
these negative outcomes for majority group members who find themselves surrounded by 
minority coworkers . Additionally, predictions regarding intention to turnover will likely 
be opposite those of the other job attitudes. Minority tokens will be more likely to intend 
to stay in a job as they are surrounded by individuals with a high-status and will perceive 
themselves as holding a higher-status position. Conversely, majority-group tokens will be 
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more likely to intend to turnover because they will perceive themselves as being 
surrounded by lower-status co-workers and thus holding a lower-status position. 
Hypothesis 6  
Perceived discrimination will mediate the relationship between token status and 
work outcomes. There will be a positive relationship between tokenism and perceived 
discrimination among minority individuals, but a negative relationship for majority 
individuals. The relationship between tokenism and job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, psychological health, and physical health will be negative for minority 
participants, but the relationship will be positive with intent to turnover. Majority 
individuals will also report lower levels of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
psychological health, and physical health as tokenism increases, but these individuals will 
report greater intention to turnover. Thus, minority status will moderate the relationship 
between token status and perceived discrimination. 
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Chapter Two 
Method 
Procedure 
 The study occurred in two phases: a pilot study and full demonstration. The 
purpose of the pilot study was to gather data for an item analysis. Several of the measures 
intended for use in the full demonstration had been created specifically for the current 
study, or had limited reliability and validity information. Participants were recruited for 
the pilot study, and only after items had been evaluated based on the item analysis were 
participants recruited for the full demonstration.   
For both the pilot study and the full demonstration, participants completed all 
measures online during a single session. Some of the participants were recruited through 
the USF Psychology Department Participant Pool, while others were participants from 
previous studies recruited via an email. For individuals who participated via the subject 
pool, the study was posted on the SONA website, visible to individuals who had self-
reported working more than 10 hours per week. A qualified individual could elect to 
participate in the study. The remaining individuals received an email which contained a 
short message explaining the scope of the study. Regardless of how participants were 
recruited, all were directed to a link for the website containing the measures.  Directions 
for the survey were provided when participants first opened the web page containing the 
survey.   
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When participants completed the full survey, the final screen gave participants the 
option of forwarding a message to a coworker. Participants were directed to send the 
survey to a coworker who was preferably in the same position as themselves. The 
message contained a link to another survey, when contained items assessing the work 
environment only. The purpose of this survey was to get second-source data on the 
environmental conditions of the participants’ workplace.  
Participants 
 A minority, for the purposes of this study, is defined as any individual who self-
identifies as a women or non-white individual. White individuals and males are 
considered majority group members.  
A total of 726 individuals were recruited to participate in this study. This number 
includes individuals who participated in the pilot study (n = 240), demonstration (n = 
457), and optional coworker survey (n = 29). Some overlap between the pilot study and 
demonstration participants was possible, but because participation was anonymous it is 
impossible to quantify. Additionally, analyses may not include every individual who 
participated in the study as some respondents did not complete the entire survey. 
Two-hundred and forty individuals participated in the pilot study. Sixty-five 
percent of the sample was female, and 64% of the sample included white individuals. The 
average age was 30.15 years (SD = 14.02). Participants worked 32.15 hours per week on 
average (SD = 13.82), were in their job about 5.35 years (SD = 7.67), were predominately 
in the service industry (32%), and had not yet completed college (41%).  
Four-hundred and fifty seven individuals participated in the full demonstration. 
However, all respondents were not included in analyses. Several people did not indicate 
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their gender (n = 24) or ethnicity (n = 22), or did not complete enough of the survey to be 
included in all of the analyses. The average age was 24.50 years (SD = 8.56). Participants 
worked 28.20 hours per week on average (SD = 12.38), were in their position about 3 
years (SD = 4.49), were predominately in the service industry (34.71%), and had 
completed some college (51.16%).  There were a total of 298 women and 135 men, as 
well as 236 whites and 197 non-whites. Since part of the analyses compared majority and 
minority group members, and these groups are defined two ways (i.e. women vs. men and 
whites vs. nonwhites), it is of interest to know how the balance of the sample. Table 1 
displays how many individuals fall into each category.  
 
Table 1.  
Comparison of Minority and Majority group Members 
 Men Women Total 
Whites 70 166 236 
Non-whites 65 132 197 
Total 135 298 433 
 
 
There were some significant differences on the demographic variables between 
the minority and majority group members. White participants (M = 25.42) were 
significantly older than non-white participants (M = 23.39; F = 5.10, p < .05). White 
participants (M = 29.45) also worked more hours per week than non-white respondents 
(M = 26.70; F = 5.30, p < .05). There were also differences between men and women. 
Men (M = 32.18) similarly tended to work longer hours than their female counterparts (M 
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= 26.40; F = 20.93, p < .01). Men (M = 3.70 years) also held their positions significantly 
longer than women (M = 2.65; F = 5.19, p < .05). A complete comparison of 
demographic information for the full demonstration participants can be found in Table 2 
and Table 3.  
 
Table 2.  
Group Comparison on Continuous Demographic Variables 
 Overall Men Women Whites Non-Whites 
 M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 
Age 24.50 8.56 25.21 8.44 24.20 8.65 25.42 9.30 23.29 7.36
Work 
hours 
28.20 12.38 32.18 15.18 26.40 10.43 29.45 12.58 26.70 11.99
Tenure 3.00 4.49 3.70 4.73 2.65 4.33 3.25 4.76 2.69 4.13
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Table 3. 
Group Comparison on Categorical Demographic Variables 
  Overall Men Women Whites Non-
Whites 
Education Some HS 0.69% 0.00% 1.01% 0.43% 1.02%
 HS diploma/GED 5.56% 2.99% 6.76% 3.40% 8.12%
 Some college 51.16% 49.25% 52.03% 48.94% 53.81%
 AA degree 21.76% 18.66% 22.97% 22.13% 21.32%
 Bachelor’s degree 10.65% 14.18% 9.12% 13.62% 7.11%
 Master’s degree 6.71% 9.70% 5.41% 7.66% 5.58%
 Doctorate 3.47% 5.22% 2.70% 3.83% 3.05%
Industry Business/Financial 8.74% 11.85% 7.38% 11.81% 5.05%
 Education 8.97% 2.96% 11.74% 6.75% 11.62%
 Healthcare 10.34% 10.37% 10.07% 8.44% 12.63%
 Culture/Arts 2.99% 1.48% 3.69% 3.38% 2.53%
 Service 34.71% 25.19% 38.93% 38.82% 29.80%
 IT/Computer 3.91% 7.41% 2.35% 4.22% 3.54%
 Blue Collar 3.68% 5.93% 2.68% 3.80% 3.54%
 Other 26.67% 34.81% 23.15% 22.78% 31.31%
 
 
Twenty-nine individuals participated in the coworker survey. Eight of these 
individuals had to be excluded because they could not be matched with a demonstration 
study participant. Eighty-six percent of the sample were women, and 81% of the sample 
included white individuals. The average age was 29.63 years (SD = 10.51). Participants 
worked 36.33 hours per week on average (SD = 10.49), were in their job about 4.83 years 
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(SD = 9.26), were predominately in the education industry (19%), and had earned a 
Bachelor’s degree (76%).  
 Participants were recruited online through several mechanisms. Employed 
individuals were identified through the Psychology Participant Pool at the University of 
South Florida. Also, the principal investigator has two contact lists from previous studies: 
one containing the email addresses of over 2,000 minority employed individuals and 
another containing over 1,000 email addresses of employed individuals in the Tampa Bay 
area. Participation was voluntary and anonymous. Remuneration was provided for 
individuals who participated through the Psychology department participant pool only, in 
the form of partial course credit.  
Measures 
Demographics   
Information on gender, ethnicity, age, highest level of education achieved, hours 
worked per week, job tenure, and industry type was collected. Unless otherwise noted, all 
other measures include a 5-point Likert-type response scale where 1 = Strongly disagree, 
2 = Disagree, 3 = Neither agree nor disagree, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly Agree. 
Measures are scored by adding the responses for each scale. 
Equal Employment Opportunity   
The extent to which the organization is perceived as emphasizing equal 
employment opportunity was measured with 4 items.  An example item is “Senior 
managers emphasize Equal Employment Opportunity” These items were created 
specifically for this study, however inspiration was gleaned from Parker, Baltes & 
Christiansen (1997).   
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Perceived Minority Segmentation 
Employee perceptions of how the organization allocates positions based on 
minority status was measured with three items. No measure could be located to measure 
this concept, therefore these items were developed as modifications of items from two 
large surveys of black individuals. The National Survey of Black Americans (NSBA) 
asked two dichotomous items designed to measure perceived racial segmentation: “In the 
place where you work, do Black people tend to get certain kinds of jobs?” and “Is your 
job one that Black people tend to get more than whites?”  The NSBA is a series of studies 
initiated in 1977, developed by the Program for Research on Black Americans at the 
Institute for Social Research, University of Michigan. Similarly, the 1995 Detroit Area 
Study (DAS) asked a single dichotomous item: “Do you think your job is one that people 
of your ethnic or racial group tend to get more than people of other groups?” The 1995 
DAS is one of a series of studies from the Survey Research Center and the Department of 
Sociology at the University of Michigan. Each DAS poses a unique set of research 
questions and is headed by different principal investigators each year. The 1995 DAS was 
headed by James Jackson and David Williams. From these items, three items were 
developed to be measured on a Likert-type scale and to be applicable to women and non-
white minorities. These items are: “At my organization, minorities tend to get certain 
types of jobs”, “My job is one that tends to be given to minorities”, and “At my 
organization, minorities tend to be assigned to certain areas/departments”.  
Diversity climate     
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Climate for diversity was measured with nine items (McKay et al., 2007). Note 
that the wording of the items was modified slightly to make more sense with the rating 
scale of current study. Reported alpha for this measure was 0.91.  
Perceived instrumental social support   
Instrumental social support at work was measured with four items. These items 
have been developed by Caplan, Cobb, French, Van Harrison, and Pinneau (1980). 
Instrumental social support describes the extent to which resources are provided from 
other people at work. An example item it “My immediate supervisor goes out of his/her 
way to make things easier for you at work. Participants are asked each question twice: 
once for their immediate supervisor and once for “other people at work”. In addition to 
the 5-point Likert-type scale for the item, there is a “not applicable” option in the event 
that a participant does not have a supervisor or coworkers. Alpha for the supervisor scale 
has ranged from .86 to .91 (Lee & Ashforth, 1993; Repeti & Cosmas, 1991). Alpha for 
the co-worker subscale has been reported at .79 (Repeti & Cosmos, 1991). Lim (1996) 
also reported an alpha of .80 for the combined supervisor/co-worker scale. Additionally, 
three items were asked regarding participant’s access to informal networks and 
mentoring. These items were primarily exploratory and have been developed for use 
within this project. Because it was determined that they added little value to the 
measurement of instrumental social support, they were left out of the analyses in favor of 
keeping the well-validated original measure intact. 
Perceived emotional social support  
 Emotional social support was measured with four items. These items have been 
developed by Caplan et al. (1980). Emotional social support describes the extent to which 
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individuals have an outlet at work to vent their personal problems. An example item is 
“My immediate supervisor is easy to talk to”. Participants are asked each question twice: 
once for their immediate supervisor and once for “other people at work”. In addition to 
the 5-point Likert-type scale for the item, there is a “not applicable” option in the event 
that a participant does not have a supervisor or coworkers. Alpha for the supervisor scale 
has ranged from .86 to .91 (Lee & Ashforth, 1993; Repeti & Cosmas, 1991). Alpha for 
the co-worker subscale has been reported at .79 (Repeti & Cosmos, 1991). Lim (1996) 
also reported an alpha of .80 for the combined supervisor/co-worker scale. 
Token Status 
Kanter (1977) defines a token as an individual whose group status (e.g. gender or 
ethnicity) comprises less than 15% of the total group composition. Since obtaining this 
information objectively within the context of this study is impossible given the 
anonymous participation, subjects will be asked to estimate the group composition of 
their workplace. Their token status both within the organization as a whole and within 
their work group/department was estimated. Four items have been created for this 
purpose. The items direct participants to report what percentage of their coworkers share 
their gender or ethnicity either within their workgroup or entire physical location of their 
workplace. The response scale is as follows: ‘Less than 15%’, ‘At least 15%’, ‘At least 
25%’, ‘At least 50%’, ‘At least 75%’, ‘I don’t know/Not applicable’. Individuals who 
chose “Less than 15%” are classified as either an ethnic or gender token, while all others 
are non-tokens. Only token status within the group was used in analyses, however. Token 
status within the workplace was asked mainly for exploratory purposes. Fewer 
individuals identified themselves as gender or racial token within the workplace as a 
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whole, compared to the workgroup. Further, tokenism may become more salient and the 
effects of tokenism may become more intense as the group becomes smaller. For these 
reasons, only work group tokenism was included in the mediation models.  
Perceived discrimination at work (overt)  
No single measure could be found which satisfactorily measured perceived 
discrimination within the workplace from all sources (supervisors, coworkers, and the 
organization itself). Thus items were taken from three previously used measures and 
modified to meet the needs of the current study. Four items were created based on 
Landrine and Klonoff’s (1996) The Schedule of Racist Events.  Six items were created 
based on items used by Ensher, Grant-Vallone, and Donaldson (2001). Also, eight items 
were created based on the Perceived Discrimination Scale used by Sanchez and Brock 
(1996). A total of eighteen items measured the extent to which employees perceive race-
based and sex-based discrimination in the workplace.  
Perceived discrimination at work (subtle)  
The measure of subtle perceived discrimination at work was a slight modification 
of an existing measure developed by Williams, Yu, Jackson, and Anderson (1997). The 
original measure asked participants to record how often they experienced various forms 
of poor interpersonal treatment (e.g. treated with less respect). After rating ten forms of 
interpersonal treatment, respondents indicated which of nine characteristics (e.g. race, 
gender, age, etc.) were reasons for the poor treatment. Participants could choose all or 
none of the characteristics. The modification for the current study involved adding the 
phrase “because of your gender” or “because of your race/ethnicity” to the end of the first 
ten items. For example, “You are treated with less courtesy than other people” was 
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changed to “You are treated with less courtesy than other people because of your gender” 
for the current study. 
Every-day Perceived Discrimination 
A measure of general perceived discrimination was used in the pilot study only to 
evaluate the discriminant validity of the perceived discrimination at work scales. It 
consisted of 15 items adapted from Landrine and Klonoff’s (1996) The Schedule of 
Racist Events. Although this scale was developed for race-based discrimination, items 
were slightly modified to inquire about gender-based discrimination.  
Job satisfaction  
Global job satisfaction was measured with a 3-item measure developed by 
Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh (1983). An example item is “All in all, I am 
satisfied with my job”. Several studies have provided alpha estimates from .67 to .95 
(McFarlin & Rice, 1992; McLain, 1995; Pearson, 1991; Sanchez & Brock, 1996; Siegall 
& McDonald, 1995).  
Organizational Commitment   
Overall organizational commitment was measured with nine items (Mowday, 
Steers, & Porter, 1979). The scale has a demonstrated coefficient alpha ranging from .74 
to .92 (see Fields, 2002 for a review), and test-retest reliability has been shown to be 0.74 
(Vandenberg & Lance, 1992). 
Intention to Turnover  
Intention to turnover was measured with a single item, “How often have you 
seriously considered quitting your present job?”. Participants respond on a 6-point 
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response scale where 1 = Never, 2 = Rarely, 3 = Sometimes, 4 = Somewhat often, 5 = 
Quite often, and 6 = Extremely often.   
Physical Health   
Part of the SF-36 Health Survey (Medical Outcomes Trust, 1992) assessed 
physical health. The full measure contains 36 items comprising eight subscales which 
measure both physical and psychological health. One can assess either physical or 
psychological health by breaking the scale into two composite scores.  The Physical 
Composite Score is comprised of the following subscales: physical functioning (10 
items), role limitations due to physical problems (4 items), pain (2 items), and general 
health perceptions (5 items). The measure has demonstrated internal consistency 
reliability coefficients between 0.60 to 0.94 and test-retest from .43 to .90 (see Bowling, 
1997 for a review). Also, the response scale varies widely within the measure and is not 
consistent with the other measures in the current study. See Appendix A for more 
information. 
Psychological Health  
Part of the SF-36 Health Survey (Medical Outcomes Trust, 1992) was used to 
assess psychological health. The following subscales were used to measure psychological 
health: social functioning (2 items), role limitations due to emotional problems (3 items), 
mental health/well-being (5 items), and energy/vitality (4 items). The measure has 
demonstrated internal consistency reliability coefficients between 0.60 to 0.94 and test-
retest from .43 to .90 (see Bowling, 1997 for a review). Also, the response scale varies 
widely within the measure and is not consistent with the other measures in the current 
study. See Appendix A for more information. 
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Data Analysis 
 All six hypotheses were initially tested with moderated mediation. In each case, 
majority status (majority vs. minority group member) was evaluated as a moderator in the 
relationship between organizational antecedent (e.g. EEO status) and perceived 
discrimination. Further, perceived discrimination was evaluated as a mediator in the 
relationship between environmental condition and outcomes (e.g. intention to turnover). 
The analysis was conducted via a method described in Preacher, Rucker, and Hayes 
(2007). The paper directed readers to a website which provides a SPSS macro for 
conducting the analyses. This macro was downloaded and used in the current study. The 
macro provides multiple regression information including a mediator model and a 
dependent variable model. In the mediator model, the effects of the predictor, the 
moderator, and their interaction on the mediator are displayed. This is where the presence 
of moderation is determined. In the dependent variable model, the effects of the mediator, 
the moderator, the independent variable, and the interaction between the independent 
variable and the moderator are displayed. In addition to results of the multiple 
regressions, the conditional indirect effects for the majority and minority group members 
are displayed. 
Following the moderated mediation, tests of simple mediation were conducted 
separately for minority and majority group members. A SAS macro developed by 
Preacher and Hayes (2004) was downloaded and used to run the analyses. The macro 
provides results of the multistep approach proposed by Barron and Kenny (1986), known 
as the causal steps test. However, fulfillment of the multistep approach was not a 
requisite condition for mediation in the current study. Methodologists have identified 
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several shortcomings in the causal steps test. Primarily, methodologists question whether 
it is necessary to demonstrate a direct effect from the independent variable to the 
dependent variable (MacKinnon, Krull & Lockwood, 2000; Shrout & Bolger, 2002). As 
the mediation relationship becomes more distal or complex, it will become more difficult 
to establish a relationship between a predictor and outcome. This relationship is more 
likely to be transmitted through additional mediators, or affected by competing causes or 
random factors. Other researchers have critiqued the full causal-steps test on the grounds 
that the sample size needed to detect effects is prohibitively large (Fritz & MacKinnon, 
2007). To evaluate the presence of mediation, a variation of the causal steps test, known 
as the joint significance test, was used (see Mackinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, & 
Sheets, 2002 for a review). This test was shown to have greater power with comparable 
Type I error rates to Baron and Kenny’s (1986) causal steps test (MacKinnon et al., 
2002). In the joint significance test, if the relationships between the independent variable 
and the mediator, and the mediator and the dependent variable are jointly significant, then 
mediation is present. Although this method does not test the overall independent-
dependent variable relationship, it does provide the most direct test of the simultaneous 
null hypothesis that both paths in the mediation model are equal to zero. Men were 
compared to women and whites were compared to non-whites by examining the direction 
and significance of the path coefficients in their respective models. Although the tests of 
simple mediation give a second indication of the presence of mediation (i.e. after the 
indirect effects of the moderated mediation), their main purpose was to examine the 
direction and significance of individual paths in the model. It should also be noted that 
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the joint significance approach was used to determine the presence of overall mediation 
in the moderated mediation models. 
Thus, the analyses provided four pieces of information considered in the results. 
First, the results of the multiple regression portion of the moderated mediation reveal if 
the overall mediation model is significant (regardless of minority status). This reveals 
whether or not there is a relationship of the various organizational antecedents on the 
outcomes through perceived discrimination. The joint significance test was used to make 
this determination. Second, the interaction between the organizational antecedent and 
minority status when predicting perceived discrimination reveals whether or not minority 
status is a moderator. Third, the indirect effects reveal if the mediation model is different 
for minority and majority group members. Note that it is possible to have a significant 
interaction term and non-significant indirect effects and vice versa, or have both 
significant (or non-significant) interaction term and indirect effects. Finally, the tests of 
simple mediation between groups allows for the examination of path strength and 
direction in the mediation model between groups. The results of the separate tests of 
mediation should also align somewhat with the indirect effects, since both tests are 
examining the same outcome using different methods.  
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Chapter Three 
Results 
Analysis of Pilot Test Data 
 The purpose of the pilot test was to evaluate all items intended for inclusion in the 
full demonstration. Item characteristics, including item mean, item standard deviation, 
item-total correlations, alpha if item deleted, and total alpha were evaluated for all Likert-
type items. The Token Status scale was open-ended, thus the response patterns were 
evaluated in this measure. Tables 4 through 26 display item mean, item standard 
deviation, item-total correlation, and alpha if item deleted for each item in every measure 
included in the pilot study.  
 Results of the item analysis for most measures indicated that no changes were 
needed for the full demonstration. This includes scales measuring job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, all SF-36 subscales, instrumental and emotional social 
support, minority segmentation, diversity climate, subtle workplace gender 
discrimination, subtle workplace racial discrimination, overt workplace gender 
discrimination, and overt workplace racial discrimination. The majority of these scales 
exhibited total coefficient alphas over 0.80. The exceptions to this were the SF-36 
Emotional well-being scale (α = 0.77), SF-36 Social Functioning Scale (α = 0.79), SF-36 
Pain Scale (α = 0.78), and the SF-36 General Health Scale (α = 0.74). Although the 
alphas for these scales are lower than the others, given the well-validated nature of the 
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SF-36 as a whole, changes to this scale are not warranted. Moreover, the majority of the 
scales exhibited item means close to the natural means of the Likert-type scales. The 
exceptions to this were scales measuring subtle workplace gender discrimination, subtle 
workplace race discrimination, overt workplace gender discrimination, and overt 
workplace race discrimination. For these measures, item means trended towards the 
lower end of the scale. This is not surprising, given the sensitive nature of these 
questions. Also, it is unlikely that the majority of the sample would have experienced an 
abundance of discrimination. Since these kinds of response patterns are expected, no 
changes were needed to these scales. Finally, the item-total correlations within each scale 
as well as alpha-if-item-deleted did not reveal cause for any modifications to these items.  
Table 4. 
Item Analysis of Job Satisfaction Measure. 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 3.84 1.07 .94 .79
In general, I don’t like my job.  3.91 1.06 .88 .90
In general, I like working here. 3.92 0.98 .91 .84
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.89 
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Tables 5. 
 
Item Analysis of Organizational Commitment Measure. 
 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
I am willing to put a great deal of 
effort beyond that normally expected 
in order to help this organization be 
successful. 
3.90 1.04 .76 .93
I talk up this organization to my 
friends as a great organization to 
work for. 
3.58 1.09 .83 .92
I would accept almost any type of 
job assignment in order to keep 
working for this organization. 
3.04 1.23 .71 .93
I find that my values and the 
organization’s values are very 
similar. 
3.51 1.14 .80 .93
I am proud to tell others that I am 
part of this organization. 
3.78 1.07 .86 .92
This organization really inspires the 
very best in me in the way of job 
performance. 
3.50 1.18 .89 .92
I am extremely glad that I chose this 
organization to work for over others 
I was considering at the time I 
joined. 
3.71 1.08 .84 .92
I really care about the fate of this 
organization. 
3.77 1.11 .75 .93
For me, this is the best of all possible 
organizations for which to work. 
3.23 1.24 .83 .92
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.93 
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Table 6. 
 
Item Analysis of SF-36 Physical Functioning Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
My health now limits vigorous 
activities, such as… 
2.65 0.57 0.65 0.95
My health now limits moderate 
activities, such as.. 
2.89 0.37 0.88 0.85
My health now limits lifting or 
carrying groceries. 
2.88 0.39 0.81 0.76
My health now limits climbing 
several flights of stairs. 
2.81 0.46 0.82 0.76
My health now limits climbing one 
flight of stairs. 
2.92 0.32 0.88 0.85
My health now limits bending, 
kneeling, or stooping. 
2.83 0.43 0.77 0.70
My health now limits walking more 
than one mile. 
2.84 0.45 0.82 0.76
My health now limits walking 
several blocks. 
2.87 0.39 0.91 0.88
My health now limits walking on 
block. 
2.92 0.34 0.85 0.82
My health now limits bathing or 
dressing myself.  
2.93 0.31 0.77 0.72
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.94 
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Table 7. 
 
Item Analysis of SF-36 Physical Role Limitations Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
During the past four weeks, I have 
cut down on the amount of time I 
spend on work or other activities as a 
result of my physical health.
1.94 0.23 0.83 0.81
During the past four weeks, I have 
accomplished less than I would like 
as a result of my physical health.
1.89 0.31 0.87 0.80
During the past four weeks, I was 
limited in the kind of work or other 
activities I could do as a result of my 
physical health. 
1.92 0.26 0.87 0.79
During the past four weeks, I had 
difficulty performing work or other 
activities because of my physical 
health. 
1.91 0.28 0.78 0.85
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.85 
 
 
 
Table 8. 
 
Item Analysis of SF-36 Emotional Role Limitations Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
During the past four weeks, I have 
cut down the amount of time I spend 
on work or other activities as a result 
of emotional problems. 
1.41 0.71 0.90 0.88
During the past four weeks, I 
accomplished less than I would like 
as a result of emotional problems. 
1.50 0.81 0.93 0.85
During the past four weeks, I didn’t 
do work or other activities as 
carefully as usual as a result of 
emotional problems.  
1.41 0.73 0.92 0.86
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.90 
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Table 9. 
 
Item Analysis of the SF-36 Energy Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks did you feel full of 
pep?  
3.75 1.30 0.74 0.72
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks did you have a lot of 
energy? 
4.34 1.61 0.79 0.72
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks did you feel worn 
out? 
4.13 1.22 0.73 0.71
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks did you feel tired? 
3.62 1.26 0.80 0.67
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.76. 
 
 
Table 10. 
 
Item Analysis of the SF-36 Emotional Well-being Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks have you been a 
very nervous person? 
4.71 1.29 0.70 0.74
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks have you felt so 
down in the dumps that nothing 
could cheer you up? 
5.19 1.22 0.78 0.69
How much of time during the past 
four weeks have you felt calm and 
peaceful?  
3.87 1.26 0.63 0.77
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks have you felt 
downhearted and blue? 
4.94 1.09 0.77 0.70
How much of the time during the 
past four weeks have you been a 
happy person?  
4.35 1.15 0.74 0.71
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.77 
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Table 11. 
 
Item Analysis of the SF-36 Social Functioning Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
During the past four weeks, to what 
extent has your physical health or 
emotional problems interfered with 
your normal social activities with 
family, friends, neighbors, or 
groups?  
4.45 0.87 0.90 n/a
During the past four weeks, how 
much of the time has your physical 
health or emotional problems 
interfered with your social activities?
4.33 0.96 0.92 n/a
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.79 
 
 
Table 12. 
 
Item Analysis of the SF-36 Pain Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
How much bodily pain have you had 
during the past four weeks?  
4.93 1.12 0.94 n/a
During the past four weeks, how 
much did pain interfere with your 
normal work (including both work 
outside the home and housework). 
4.56 0.81 0.88 n/a
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.78. 
 
 
Table 13. 
 
Item Analysis of the SF-36 General Health Sub-scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
In general, would you say your health 
is:  
3.97 0.85 0.75 0.66
I seem to get sick a little easier than 
other people. 
4.12 1.11 0.63 0.75
I am healthy as anybody I know.  4.00 0.95 0.73 0.67
I expect my health to get worse. 4.02 1.12 0.65 0.73
My health is excellent.  3.92 0.98 0.77 0.65
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.74 
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Table 14. 
 
Item Analysis of the Instrumental Social Support Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
My immediate supervisor goes out 
of his/her way to do things to make 
my work life easier for me. 
3.45 1.23 .70 .85
Other people at work go out of 
their way to make my work life 
easier for me. 
3.27 1.14 .67 .85
My immediate supervisor can be 
relied on when things get tough at 
work. 
3.93 1.09 .75 .84
Other people at work can be relied 
on when things get tough at work. 
3.82 1.03 .71 .85
I have access to a mentor at my 
workplace. 
3.64 1.54 .77 .84
I have access to informal social 
networks at my workplace. 
3.84 1.41 .78 .84
I have access to informal 
information networks at my 
workplace. 
3.79 1.42 .82 .83
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.86 
 
 
Table 15. 
 
Item Analysis of the Emotional Social Support Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
It is easy to talk to my supervisor. 4.10 1.01 .90 .61
It is easy to talk to other people at 
work. 
4.20 0.94 .79 .79
My immediate supervisor is willing 
to listen to my personal problems. 
3.85 1.13 .85 .77
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.80 
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Table 16. 
 
Item Analysis of the Minority Segmentation Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
In my organization, minorities tend 
to get certain types of jobs. 
2.55 1.13 0.90 0.87
In my organization, minority and 
majority group members tend to get 
different types of jobs. 
2.61 1.14 0.84 0.73
My job is one that tends to be given 
to minorities rather than majority 
group members.  
2.21 0.98 0.77 0.65
In my organization, minorities tend 
to be assigned to certain areas or 
departments whereas majority group 
members tend to be assigned 
elsewhere.  
2.42 1.07 0.91 0.86
In my organization, minority and 
majority group members tend to 
work at different physical locations 
(i.e. branch offices, buildings, 
neighborhoods). 
2.28 1.05 0.86 0.78
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.91 
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Table 17. 
 
Item Analysis of the Diversity Climate Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
My organization recruits from 
diverse sources. 
3.64 0.95 0.73 0.93
My organization offers equal access 
to training. 
3.83 0.90 0.77 0.93
My organization promotes open 
communication on diversity. 
3.68 0.91 0.85 0.92
My organization publicizes diversity 
principles. 
3.45 1.03 0.81 0.92
My organization offers training to 
manage a diverse population. 
3.27 1.08 0.77 0.93
My organization respects the 
perspectives of people like me. 
3.65 0.97 0.83 0.92
My organization maintains a 
diversity-friendly work environment. 
3.79 0.90 0.83 0.92
My workgroup has a climate that 
values diverse perspectives. 
3.62 0.92 0.82 0.92
Top leaders visibly commit to 
diversity. 
3.49 0.95 0.84 0.92
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.92 
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Table 18. 
 
Item Analysis of the Subtle Gender Discrimination Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α
You are treated with less courtesy 
than other people because of your 
gender.  
1.34 0.65 0.86 0.95
You are treated with less respect that 
other people because of your gender. 
1.34 0.66 0.87 0.95
People act as if they think you are 
not smart because of your gender. 
1.35 0.66 0.90 0.95
People act as if they are afraid of 
you because of your gender. 
1.27 0.62 0.86 0.95
People act as if they think you are 
dishonest because of your gender. 
1.24 0.56 0.86 0.95
People act as if they are better than 
you are because of your gender. 
1.39 0.69 0.86 0.95
You or your family members are 
called names or insulted because of 
your gender. 
1.17 0.49 0.84 0.95
You are threatened or harassed 
because of your gender. 
1.22 0.56 0.86 0.95
People ignore you or act as if you 
are not there because of your gender. 
1.23 0.55 0.85 0.95
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.96 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
59 
 
Table 19. 
 
Item Analysis of the Subtle Race Discrimination at Work Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
You are treated with less courtesy 
than other people because of your 
1.25 0.59 0.91 0.96
You are treated with less respect that 
other people because of your 
1.27 0.58 0.90 0.97
People act as if they think you are 
not smart because of race/ethnicity. 
1.27 0.60 0.95 0.96
People act as if they are afraid of 
you because of your race/ethnicity. 
1.23 0.59 0.91 0.96
People act as if they think you are 
dishonest because of your 
1.23 0.59 0.90 0.96
People act as if they are better than 
you are because of your 
1.29 0.67 0.89 0.97
You or your family members are 
called names or insulted because of 
1.23 0.60 0.86 0.97
You are threatened or harassed 
because of your race/ethnicity. 
1.18 0.53 0.85 0.97
People ignore you or act as if you 
are not there because of your 
1.22 0.58 0.92 0.96
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.97 
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Table 20. 
 
Overt Race Discrimination at Work Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
I have been treated unfairly by 
employers, bosses, or supervisors 
because of my race/ethnicity.
1.49 0.88 0.84 0.97 
I have been treated unfairly by 
coworkers or colleagues because of 
my race/ethnicity.  
1.43 0.81 0.84 0.97 
My supervisor sometimes makes 
racist decisions against my 
racial/ethnic group. 
1.38 0.74 0.93 0.96 
My coworkers sometimes make 
racist statements directed at my 
racial/ethnic group.  
1.42 0.79 0.87 0.97 
I feel that some of the policies and 
practices of this organization are 
racist, and they are directed against 
my racial/ethnic group.  
1.42 0.80 0.94 0.97 
At work, I sometimes feel that my 
race/ethnicity is a limitation. 
1.45 0.83 0.87 0.97 
At work, I do not get enough 
recognition because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
1.41 0.77 0.93 0.96 
At work, I sometimes feel that 
people actively try to stop me from 
advancing because of my 
race/ethnicity.  
1.38 0.73 0.94 0.96 
At work, I feel that others exclude 
me from their activities because of 
my race/ethnicity. 
1.39 0.75 0.93 0.96 
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.97 
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Table 21. 
 
Overt Gender Discrimination at Work Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
I have been treated unfairly by 
employers, bosses, or supervisors 
because of my gender. 
1.50 0.91 0.89 0.97
I have been treated unfairly by 
coworkers or colleagues because of 
my gender. 
1.47 0.86 0.90 0.97
My supervisor sometimes makes 
sexist decisions against my gender 
group. 
1.50 0.87 0.91 0.97
My coworkers sometimes make 
sexist statements directed at my 
gender group. 
1.58 0.94 0.89 0.97
I feel that some of the policies and 
practices of this organization are 
sexist against my gender group.  
1.45 0.83 0.88 0.97
At work, I sometimes feel that my 
gender is a limitation. 
1.52 0.87 0.87 0.97
At work, I do not get enough 
recognition because of my gender. 
1.45 0.80 0.92 0.97
At work, I sometimes feel that 
people actively try to stop me from 
advancing because of my gender.  
1.45 0.82 0.91 0.97
At work, I feel that others exclude 
me from their activities because of 
my gender.  
1.49 0.87 0.91 0.97
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.97 
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Table 22. 
 
General Every-day Race Discrimination Scale 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
I have been treated unfairly by 
teachers and professors because of 
my race/ethnicity. 
1.44 0.78 0.82 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
people in service jobs (store clerks, 
waiters, bartenders, and others) 
because of my race or ethnicity. 
1.54 0.89 0.86 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
strangers because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
1.67 1.02 0.86 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
people in helping jobs (doctors, 
nurses, school counselors, therapists, 
1.43 0.78 0.87 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
neighbors because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
1.47 0.81 0.81 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
institutions (schools, universities, the 
police, the courts, and others) 
1.54 0.91 0.82 0.96
I have been treated unfairly by 
people that I thought were my 
1.45 0.84 0.78 0.96
I have been accused or suspected of 
doing something wrong (such as 
stealing, cheating, not doing your 
1.45 0.84 0.81 0.96
People have misunderstood my 
intentions and motives because of 
1.64 1.06 0.84 0.96
There were times when I wanted to 
tell off someone for being racist 
1.81 1.22 0.84 0.96
There have been times when I have 
been really angry about racist 
1.70 1.10 0.85 0.96
There have been times when I was 
forced to take drastic steps (such as 
filing a grievance, filing a lawsuit, 
1.38 0.76 0.77 0.96
I have been called racist names. 1.67 1.08 0.81 0.96
I have gotten into an argument or a 
fight about something racist that was 
1.66 1.08 0.71 0.96
I have been made fun of, picked on, 
pushed, shoved, hit or threatened 
1.54 0.96 0.79 0.96
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.96 
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Table 23. 
 
General Every-day Gender Discrimination 
 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
I have been treated unfairly by 
teachers and professors because of 
my gender. 
1.45 0.81 0.79 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
people in service jobs (store clerks, 
waiters, bartenders, and others) 
because of my gender. 
1.54 0.88 0.82 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
strangers because of my gender. 
1.62 0.95 0.81 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
people in helping jobs (doctors, 
nurses, school counselors, therapists, 
d h ) b f d
1.46 0.79 0.83 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
neighbors because of my gender. 
1.43 0.77 0.82 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
institutions (schools, universities, the 
police, the courts, and others) 
1.47 0.83 0.80 0.95
I have been treated unfairly by 
people that I thought were my 
friends because of my gender. 
1.46 0.86 0.80 0.95
I have been accused or suspected of 
doing something wrong (such as 
stealing, cheating, not doing your 
h f h k b ki
1.39 0.75 0.77 0.95
People have misunderstood my 
intentions and motives because of 
d
1.81 1.12 0.67 0.95
There were times when I wanted to 
tell someone off for being sexist 
1.85 1.16 0.72 0.95
There have been times when I have 
been really angry about something 
1.85 1.16 0.82 0.95
There have been times when I was 
forced to take drastic steps (such as 
filing a grievance, filing a lawsuit, 
quitting my job, moving away, and 
1.46 0.85 0.71 0.95
I have been called sexist names. 1.88 1.21 0.81 0.95
I have gotten into an argument or a 
fight about something sexist that was 
1.73 1.13 0.83 0.95
I have been made fun of, picked on, 
pushed, shoved, hit or threatened 
1.49 0.89 0.83 0.95
Note. Coefficient alpha for the scale as a whole was 0.95 
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The results of the pilot test did reveal modifications necessary for two scales: 
perceived organizational support for Equal Employment Opportunity, and Token Status. 
In the perceived organizational support for EEO scale, one item asked “When 
organizational decisions are made (e.g. hiring, promotions), they are typically identity-
blind.” This item had a low item-total correlation (r = 0.79) and alpha (α = 0.86) would 
have been improved if the item was deleted (α = 0.88). The wording of the item may have 
been confusing to respondents, as many were likely unsure what was meant by “identity-
blind”. This item was borrowed from a previously used measure, where the meaning of 
item in context may have been more apparent. This item was removed from the survey 
used in the full demonstration. 
Table 24. 
Item Analysis of the Equal Employment Opportunity Scale 
 M SD I-T r Deleted α 
My organization has a strong Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
Policy. 
3.86 0.91 0.81 0.82
My organization has a visible EEO 
Policy. 
3.66 1.02 0.88 0.79
Senior managers emphasize EEO. 3.48 1.06 0.87 0.80
When organizational decisions are 
made (e.g. hiring, promotions), they 
are typically identity-blind. 
3.32 0.99 0.64 0.88
My organization displays their 
commitment to EEO in statements 
on company publications (e.g. 
company website, posters, etc.) 
3.38 0.99 0.79 0.83
 
 
 Token status was measured in the pilot study with six open-ended items. Two 
items asked respondents to estimate the total number of people employed within their 
workgroup and within the physical location of their job. Four more questions asked 
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individuals to estimate the number of people sharing their gender and ethnicity within 
their workgroup and entire work location. The original idea was to calculate a percentage 
based on the numbers provided. The open-ended nature of these items was the most 
problematic. Twenty-eight percent of the sample either did not respond to one or more of 
the open-ended items, or provided answers that were difficult to interpret. For example, 
one individual indicated that the number of people employed in the workgroup was larger 
than the number of people employed at the workplace. Many of those that did respond 
provided a range of people. At best these ranges could be averaged or interpreted, leading 
to a loss of measurement precision. The six open-ended items in the pilot were 
abandoned in favor of four Likert-type items for the full demonstration. Instead of asking 
participants to fill-in numbers, there were merely asked to choose a percentage of 
individuals who shared their gender or ethnicity from a six-point Likert scale. One of 
these options was “I don’t know/not applicable.” Many participants in the pilot indicated 
not being able to estimate numbers of people, or indicated they were self-employed or 
worked remotely, making tokenism impossible.  
Table 25. 
Percentage of Tokenism within the Workplace and Work Group 
Token Status Percentage 
Gender token in workplace 9.7% 
Racial token in workplace 10.3% 
Gender token in work group 1.1% 
Racial token in work group 2.9% 
 
 
 Of particular concern was the measurement of workplace discrimination. No scale 
could be located to meet the needs of the current study. Thus, two scales were developed 
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for use in this study. The first was perceived subtle workplace gender/race discrimination 
and the other was perceived overt workplace gender/race discrimination. The “subtle” 
scale was a small modification of an existing scale, while the “overt” scale was a 
compilation and modification of various items from three previous studies. Not only were 
item characteristics examined for these scales, but these scales were compared to a 
measure of general every-day gender/race discrimination. The comparison was made to 
establish discriminant validity. Since all six scales were measuring discrimination, a 
moderate correlation among measures is to be expected. However, ideally the 
correlations between the workplace measures should be higher than between the 
workplace and non-workplace measure, and the correlations among the race-based or 
gender-based discrimination measures should be higher than between the race-based and 
gender-based discrimination measures.  
None of the correlations exceed 0.80.  The subtle discrimination scales showed 
the best discriminant validity. Both subtle workplace discrimination scales correlated 
highest with their overt workplace discrimination scale counterpart and lowest with the 
other-type every-day discrimination scale. Overt workplace gender discrimination 
correlated highest with overt workplace race discrimination and lowest with subtle 
workplace race discrimination. Overt workplace race discrimination correlated highest 
with overt workplace gender discrimination and lowest with subtle workplace gender 
discrimination. Moreover, each overt scale was more correlated with its same-type every-
day discriminations scale than with the other-type every-day discrimination. The 
correlations between overt workplace discrimination and every-day discrimination are 
likely higher than subtle discrimination because they are both measuring more serious 
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forms of mistreatment whereas the subtle discrimination scale measures more ambiguous, 
less serious mistreatment. Although the overt workplace discrimination scales are 
correlated with each other, they appear to be distinguishing themselves from other-type 
discrimination both in the subtle workplace form and in every-day life.  
The correlation matrix is shown in Table 26. Again, the correlations are higher 
than desired in a discriminant validity analysis, but this is because all six scales are 
measuring some form of discrimination. Individuals who perceive discrimination in one 
context may be more likely to perceive discrimination in another. The pattern of 
correlations is generally supportive of the construct validity of the subtle and overt 
workplace discrimination scales. Thus, they were unchanged for use in the full 
demonstration. 
Table 26. 
 
Correlations among the discrimination measures 
 
  1 2 3 4 5 
1 Subtle gender discrimination at work      
2 Subtle race discrimination at work 0.68*     
3 Overt gender discrimination at work 0.69* 0.56*    
4 Overt race discrimination at work 0.56* 0.71* 0.80*   
5 World every-day gender discrimination 0.64* 0.54* 0.79* 0.71*  
6 World every-day race discrimination 0.45* 0.63* 0.62* 0.78* 0.73*
*Correlation is significant at p < .0001 
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Analysis of the full demonstration data 
 Initially, analyses were conducted and hypotheses tested exactly as specified in 
the method of the current paper. The original design specified six predictors, and 
intended to conduct analyses separately for overt and subtle discrimination, mainly as an 
exploratory task. These results are presented in their entirety in Appendix B. Examination 
of the original findings led to a condensed version which is presented and discussed 
below. The condensed version reflects a number of changes. First, the predictors “EEO” 
and “diversity climate” were combined into a single index. Table 27 displays the 
correlations among all measures used in the study, as well as the means and standard 
deviations for each scale. The table contains the correlation between EEO and diversity 
climate, which was high (r = .70). Additionally, the pattern of results between EEO and 
diversity climate was very similar. These findings likely result from a conceptual overlap 
between perceptions of equal employment opportunity and diversity climate, in that EEO 
is a part of, or will contribute to, diversity climate. For that reason, these two predictors 
have been combined into a single index (henceforth referred to as EEO/diversity climate, 
or EEODIV). Second, instrumental social support and emotional social support have also 
been combined into an index. The correlation between the two was high (r = .74), and the 
pattern of results in the original analysis was nearly identical. As there is not a large 
contribution to the knowledge base by considering these two variables separately, they 
have been combined (henceforth referred to as social support). Next, overt and subtle 
discrimination (both race-based and gender-based) have been combined into a single 
index of perceived discrimination. These two types of perceived discrimination were 
originally treated separately as an exploratory analysis. However, as the original analyses 
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revealed, there was little difference between subtle and overt discrimination within either 
race-based or gender-based discrimination. Much more information could be gleaned by 
comparing race-based to gender-based discrimination. Thus, the analyses to follow 
contain a single index of either race-based or gender-based workplace discrimination 
(henceforth referred to as “race discrimination” or “gender discrimination”). Finally, 
token status is not included in the analyses to follow. There are two reasons for this 
decision. Primarily, token status is highly correlated with minority status in that most of 
the tokens in the sample are minorities. Moreover, there are a dearth of tokens overall. 
The pattern of results presented in Appendix B is merely a reflection of this imbalance 
and likely not a reflection of reality. Second, there have been problems with the 
measurement of token status from the outset of the study. The items were dramatically 
changed from the pilot study to the full demonstration, and the items as they currently 
stand have no validity information. Further, the items ask participants to make a 
subjective assessment of a very objective construct. Although the questions posed in the 
current study would make a valuable contribution to the literature, any interpretations 
made from the quality of the data collected would not. 
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Table 27. 
Correlations Among all Measures used in Original Analyses 
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
1 EEO 14.43 3.88 .92                
2 Minority Seg 12.03 4.47 -.14 .88               
3 Diversity 
Climate 
32.21 7.32 .70 -.31 .94              
4 Instrumental 
Support 
13.29 3.76 .32 -.11 .44 .83             
5 Emotional 
Support 
14.91 3.55 .35 -.15 .43 .74 .81            
6 Subtle Race 
Discrim 
11.65 5.24 -.20 .22 -.33 -.21 -.20 .97           
7 Subtle Sex 
Discrim 
12.37 4.93 -.26 .29 -.35 -.24 -.30 .70 .94          
8 Overt Race 
Discrim 
13.06 7.21 -.23 .25 -.39 -.26 -.24 .82 .60 .97         
9 Overt Sex 
Discrim 
13.82 7.42 -.27 .28 -.35 -.26 -.30 .57 .76 .66 .96        
10 Job Sat 10.92 2.95 .21 -.16 .33 .54 .48 -.22 -.22 -.24 -.25 .89       
11 Org Comm 30.31 7.98 .32 -.19 .46 .60 .48 -.18 -.20 -.21 -.24 .77 .93      
12 Physical 
Health 
65.59 6.08 .18 -.12 .26 .20 .23 -.28 -.28 -.35 -.31 .24 .18 .83     
13 Psych Health 50.12 7.10 .22 -.17 .27 .28 .28 -.13 -.21 -.20 -.25 .33 .26 .49 0.85    
14 Intent to 
Turnover 
2.72 1.40 -.21 .17 -.31 -.48 -.38 .28 .25 .28 .28 -.71 -.65 -.19 -.29 ---   
15 Gender 
Token 
.05 .22 .06 .03 -.02 -.08 -.11 -.05 .09 -.05 .14 .01 -.06 .01 -.04 .03 ---  
16 Racial Token .16 .36 .02 .00 .02 .03 .01 .12 -.08 .11 -.01 -.01 -.03 .02 -.02 .00 .07 --- 
 
 
 
 
71 
 
In summary, the results of the full demonstration below present moderated mediation and 
simple mediation findings related to three predictors (EEO/diversity climate, minority 
segmentation, and social support), two mediators (perceived race-based or gender-based 
discrimination), and five outcomes (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Table 28 presents 
descriptive statistics and correlations among measures used in the revised analyses. 
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Table 28. 
Correlations Among all Measures used in Revised Analyses 
  Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 EEO/Diversity 
Climate 
46.74 10.42 .94          
2 Minority 
Segmentation 
12.03 4.47 -.27 .88         
3 Social Support 28.17 6.88 .46 -.14 .89        
4 Race 
Discrimination 
24.65 11.89 -.35 .24 -.27 .97       
5 Sex 
Discrimination 
26.12 11.57 -.35 .30 -.32 .71 .96      
6 Job Satisfaction 10.92 2.95 .30 -.16 .55 -.25 -.24 .89     
7 Org 
Commitment 
30.31 7.98 .44 -.19 .58 -.22 -.23 .77 .93    
8 Physical Health 65.59 6.08 .25 -.12 .23 -.35 -.32 .24 .18 .83   
9 Psychological 
Health 
50.12 7.09 .27 -.17 .29 -.17 -.25 .33 .26 .49 .85  
10 Intent to 
Turnover 
2.71 1.40 -.30 .17 -.46 .30 .28 -.71 -.65 -.19 -.29 --- 
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Results for Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity/Diversity Climate 
 Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) and 
diversity climate in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where sex-
based discrimination mediates the relationship between EEODIV and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator. Additionally, separate mediation 
models were tested for each of the comparison groups (men, women, whites, and non-
whites). 
 First, a model was tested where sex discrimination mediates the relationship 
between EEODIV and job satisfaction. The results of the moderated mediation 
demonstrated overall support for mediation as the path from EEODIV to subtle sex 
discrimination was significant (B = -.46, t = -4.39, p < .00) in addition to the path from 
the mediator to job satisfaction (B = -.05, t = -3.50, p < .00). Perceived EEODIV was 
related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to greater job 
satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (EEODIV) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status does not moderate the relationship 
between EEODIV and perceived subtle sex discrimination. The indirect effects support 
the finding of overall mediation for both men and women, as the indirect effects for both 
groups were significant. Results for the moderated mediation can be found in Table 29. 
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Table 29. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med =Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 46.39 5.11 9.08 .00
EEODIV -.46 .10 -4.39 .00
Minority Status -2.94 5.94 -.49 .62
EEODIV * Minority Status .10 .12 .79 .43
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 8.48 1.45 5.82 .00
Sex discrimination -.05 .01 -3.50 .00
EEODIV .07 .03 2.62 .01
Minority Status .72 1.53 .47 .64
EEODIV * Minority Status -.01 .03 -.21 .84
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 2.69 .01
Women .02 .01 2.95 .00
 
The separate tests of mediation for both men and women support the finding that 
perceived subtle sex discrimination mediated the relationship between EEO and job 
satisfaction, and that there does not appear to be a difference for minority or majority 
group members. Also, the paths were in the hypothesized directions. The results for the 
simple mediation tests for men and women are displayed in Table 30. 
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Table 30. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .09 .03 3.27 .00 .08 .02 5.07 .00
b(MX) -.46 .10 -4.69 .00 -.36 .07 -5.54 .00
b(YM.X) -.08 .03 -3.12 .00 -.03 .02 -2.18 .03
b(YX.M) .06 .03 1.87 .06 .07 .02 4.13 .00
 
Next, a model was tested where the dependent variable was organizational 
commitment. Again, support for overall mediation was found as the path from EEODIV 
to sex discrimination (B = -.44, t = -4.26, p = .00) and the path from the mediator to 
organization commitment (B = -.08, t = -2.42, p < .05) was significant. Perceived 
EEODIV was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to 
greater organizational commitment. However, no significant interaction was found 
between EEODIV and minority status. When examining the indirect effects, both men 
and women exhibited a significant indirect effect of EEO on organizational commitment 
through perceived discrimination. Results of the moderated mediation are displayed in 
Table 31. 
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Table 31. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 45.06 5.05 8.91 .00
EEODIV -.44 .10 -4.26 .00
Minority Status -1.58 5.87 -.27 .79
EEODIV * Minority Status .08 .12 .63 .53
 Organizational  
Constant 20.15 3.78 5.34 .00
Sex discrimination -.08 .04 -2.42 .02
EEODIV .24 .07 3.28 .00
Minority Status -3.10 3.98 -.78 .44
EEODIV * Minority Status .11 .08 1.32 .19
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .02 2.06 .04
Women .03 .01 2.20 .03
 
 The results of the separate mediation tests demonstrate that the model is supported 
for women, but only one path was significant for men. However, all paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. Results for the simple mediation tests are shown in Table 32. 
Table 32. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .27 .07 3.93 .00 .38 .04 8.71 .00
b(MX) -.44 .09 -4.73 .00 -.36 .07 -5.57 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .07 -.95 .34 -.09 .04 -2.24 .03
b(YX.M) .24 .08 3.21 .00 .34 .05 7.56 .00
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Next, a model predicting intention to turnover was examined. Support for overall 
mediation is again found as the paths from EEODIV to perceived discrimination (B = -
.46, t = -4.41, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination to intention to turnover (B = 
.03, t = 4.41, p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEODIV was related to less perceived 
discrimination, which in turn was related to less intention to turnover. However, the 
interaction between minority status and the independent variables was not significant, 
indicating that relationships may not be different for men and women. The indirect 
effects were significant for both men and women participants. Results of the moderated 
mediation are shown in Table 33. 
 
Table 33. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 46.39 5.09 9.12 .00
EEODIV -.46 .10 -4.41 .00
Minority Status -3.01 5.90 -.51 .61
EEODIV * Minority Status .10 .12 .80 .42
 Turnover  
Constant 3.35 .69 4.86 .00
Sex discrimination .03 .01 4.41 .00
EEODIV -.03 .01 -2.21 .03
Minority Status -.16 .72 -.22 .82
EEODIV * Minority Status .00 .01 .15 .88
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.01 .00 -3.08 .00
Women -.01 .00 -3.47 .00
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The separate mediation analyses demonstrated that sex discrimination mediates 
the relationship between EEODIV and intention to turnover for both men and women. All 
paths are in the hypothesized directions. Table 34 displays the results for the simple 
mediation tests. 
 
Table 34. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.04 .01 -3.33 .00 -.04 .01 -4.56 .00
b(MX) -.46 .10 -4.69 .00 -.36 .06 -5.62 .00
b(YM.X) .04 .01 3.08 .00 .03 .01 3.30 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 .01 -1.95 .05 -.03 .01 -3.31 .00
 
Next, the mediating role of perceived discrimination in the relationship between 
EEODIV and physical health was examined. The model was supported as the paths from 
EEODIV to the mediator (B = -.44, t = -4.12, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination 
physical health (B = -.13, t = -4.68, p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEODIV was 
related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to better physical 
health. However, there was no significant interaction between minority status and EEO. 
Additionally, indirect effects for both men and women were significant and similar in 
size. The results of the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 35. 
 
 
 
79 
 
Table 35. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 45.67 5.29 8.62 .00
EEODIV -.44 .11 -4.12 .00
Minority Status -3.14 6.13 -.51 .61
EEODIV * Minority Status .09 .13 .75 .46
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.78 3.07 22.08 .00
Sex discrimination -.13 .03 -4.68 .00
EEODIV .05 .06 .81 .42
Minority Status -3.45 3.22 -1.07 .28
EEODIV * Minority Status .05 .07 .79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .06 .02 3.06 .00
Women .05 .01 3.50 .00
 
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 36. Here, 
perceived discrimination does appear to mediate the relationship between EEODIV and 
physical health for both men and women. Additionally, all paths are in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 36. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .11 .06 1.90 .06 .15 .04 4.07 .00
b(MX) -.44 .10 -4.45 .00 -.35 .07 -5.22 .00
b(YM.X) -.16 .05 -3.12 .00 -.12 .03 -3.60 .00
b(YX.M) .03 .06 .57 .57 .10 .04 2.79 .01
 
 
 Finally, psychological health was investigated as a dependent variable in a model 
where perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between EEODIV and the 
psychological health. There was support for an overall mediating effect as the paths 
between EEODIV and perceived discrimination (B = -.42, t = -3.98, p < .01) and from the 
mediator to psychological health (B = -.11, t = -3.44, p < .01) were jointly significant. 
Perceived EEODIV was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was 
related to better psychological health. However, the interaction between EEO and 
minority status was not significant, indicating that minority status does not moderate the 
relationship between EEODIV and perceived discrimination. Further, the indirect effects 
for both men and women respondents were both significant, but similar in size and 
direction. Results are shown in Table 37. 
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Table 37. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 44.19 5.21 8.47 .00
EEODIV -.42 .11 -3.98 .00
Minority Status -.97 6.06 -.16 .87
EEODIV * Minority Status .07 .12 .54 .59
 Psychological Health  
Constant 51.36 3.58 14.33 .00
Sex discrimination -.11 .03 -3.44 .00
EEODIV .05 .07 .76 .45
Minority Status -7.18 3.79 -1.89 .06
EEODIV * Minority Status .14 .08 1.81 .07
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .02 2.56 .01
Women .04 .01 2.87 .00
 
The simple tests of mediation reveal that the mediation model is not fully 
supported for men, as one of the paths is not significant. However, the model is fully 
supported for women. Further, all paths are in the hypothesized directions. Results are 
shown in Table 38.  
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Table 38. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .10 .07 1.43 .16 .23 .04 5.76 .00
b(MX) -.43 .09 -4.51 .00 -.36 .07 -5.18 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .07 -1.48 .14 -.12 .04 -3.15 .00
b(YX.M) .06 .08 .74 .46 .19 .04 4.56 .00
 
 
Race-based Discrimination. Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) 
and diversity climate in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where 
race-based discrimination mediates the relationship between EEODIV and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator. Additionally, separate mediation 
models were tested for each of the comparison groups (men, women, whites, and non-
whites). 
 First, a model was tested where race discrimination mediates the relationship 
between EEODIV and job satisfaction. The results of the moderated mediation 
demonstrated overall support for mediation as the path from EEODIV to race 
discrimination was significant (B = -.29, t = -4.20, p < .01) in addition to the path from 
the mediator to job satisfaction (B = -.05, t = -3.40, p < .01). Perceived EEODIV was 
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related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to greater job 
satisfaction. There was a significant interaction found between the predictor (EEODIV) 
and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status does moderate the relationship 
between EEODIV and perceived race discrimination. However, the indirect effects for 
both men and women were significant and similar in size and direction. Results for the 
moderated mediation can be found in Table 39. 
 
Table 39. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med =Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 35.71 3.33 10.72 .00
EEODIV -.29 .07 -4.20 .00
Minority Status 19.60 5.14 3.81 .00
EEODIV * Minority Status -.29 .11 -2.73 .01
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 8.76 .99 8.77 .00
Race discrimination -.05 .01 -3.40 .00
EEODIV .07 .02 3.63 .00
Minority Status .14 1.38 .10 .92
EEODIV * Minority Status .00 .03 .03 .97
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
White .01 .01 2.60 .01
Non-white .03 .01 3.06 .00
 
The separate tests of mediation reveal support for the mediation model in both 
whites and non-whites. Also, the paths were in the hypothesized directions. The results 
for the simple mediation tests for whites and non-whites are displayed in Table 40. 
Table 40. 
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Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med 
= Race-based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 White Non-white 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .08 .02 4.34 .00 .10 .02 4.57 .00
b(MX) -.29 .06 -4.74 .00 -.59 .09 -6.43 .00
b(YM.X) -.06 .02 -2.73 .01 -.04 .02 -2.13 .04
b(YX.M) .07 .02 3.34 .00 .07 .02 3.18 .00
 
Next, a model was tested where the dependent variable was organizational 
commitment. Support for overall mediation was not found as the path from EEODIV to 
race discrimination (B = -.30, t = -4.32, p < .01) was significant but the path from the 
mediator to organization commitment was not. However, this path was approaching 
significance. However, there was a significant interaction found between EEODIV and 
minority status. When examining the indirect effects, neither whites nor non-whites 
exhibited significance. Results of the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 41. 
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Table 41. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 35.53 3.24 10.94 .00
EEODIV -.30 .07 -4.32 .00
Minority Status 19.17 5.05 3.79 .00
EEODIV * Minority Status -.28 .11 -2.66 .01
 Organizational  
Constant 17.41 2.56 6.80 .00
Race discrimination -.06 .04 -1.76 .08
EEODIV .29 .05 6.07 .00
Minority Status -2.50 3.53 -.71 .48
EEODIV * Minority Status .09 .07 1.18 .24
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
White .02 .01 1.60 .11
Non-white .04 .02 1.70 .09
 
 
 The results of the separate mediation tests demonstrate that the model is not 
supported for either whites or non-whites. In both cases, the path between EEODIV and 
perceived race discrimination is significant, but the path between race discrimination and 
organizational commitment is not. However, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. Results for the simple mediation tests are shown in Table 42. 
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Table 42. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med 
= Race-based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 
 White Non-white 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .31 .05 6.22 .00 .41 .05 8.24 .00
b(MX) -.30 .06 -4.98 .00 -.57 .09 -6.27 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .06 -1.58 .12 -.04 .04 -.97 .34
b(YX.M) .28 .05 5.39 .00 .39 .06 6.97 .00
 
 
 
Next, a model predicting intention to turnover was examined. Support for overall 
mediation is again found as the paths from EEODIV to perceived discrimination (B = -
.31, t = -4.42, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination to intention to turnover (B = 
.03, t = 4.96, p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEODIV was related to less perceived 
discrimination, which in turn was related to less intention to turnover. The interaction 
between minority status and the independent variables was significant, indicating that 
relationships between EEODIV and race discrimination may be different for whites and 
non-whites. However, the indirect effects were significant for both white and non-white 
participants. Results of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 43. 
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Table 43. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 36.46 3.31 11.03 .00
EEODIV -.31 .07 -4.42 .00
Minority Status 18.39 5.12 3.58 .00
EEODIV * Minority Status -.27 .11 -2.52 .01
 Turnover  
Constant 3.64 .46 7.94 .00
Race discrimination .03 .01 4.96 .00
EEODIV -.03 .01 -3.93 .00
Minority Status -.97 .63 -1.54 .12
EEODIV * Minority Status .01 .01 1.13 .26
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
White -.01 .00 -3.26 .00
Non-white -.02 .00 -4.05 .00
 
The separate mediation analyses demonstrated that race discrimination mediates 
the relationship between EEODIV and intention to turnover for both whites and non-
whites. All paths are in the hypothesized directions. Table 44 displays the results for the 
simple mediation tests. 
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Table 44. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med 
= Race-based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 White Non-white 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.04 .01 -5.07 .00 -.04 .01 -3.62 .00
b(MX) -.31 .06 -4.91 .00 -.58 .09 -6.41 .00
b(YM.X) .04 .01 4.11 .00 .03 .01 2.96 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 .01 -3.67 .00 -.02 .01 -1.99 .05
 
Next, the mediating role of perceived discrimination in the relationship between 
EEODIV and physical health was examined. The model was supported as the paths from 
EEODIV to the mediator (B = -.29, t = -4.18, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination 
physical health (B = -.18, t = -5.94, p < .01) were jointly significant. Perceived EEODIV 
was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to better physical 
health. There was a significant interaction between minority status and EEODIV. Thus, 
minority status moderated the relationship between EEODIV and race discrimination. 
Additionally, indirect effects for both whites and non-whites were significant and similar 
in size. The results of the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 45. 
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Table 45. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 35.44 3.30 10.71 .00
EEODIV -.29 .07 -4.18 .00
Minority Status 18.63 5.36 3.47 .00
EEODIV * Minority Status -.27 .11 -2.43 .02
 Physical Health  
Constant 66.20 2.08 31.83 .00
Race discrimination -.18 .03 -5.94 .00
EEODIV .08 .04 2.10 .04
Minority Status 2.28 2.96 .77 .44
EEODIV * Minority Status -.05 .06 -.75 .45
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
White .05 .02 3.39 .00
Non-white .10 .02 4.36 .00
 
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 46. Here, 
perceived discrimination appears to mediate the relationship between EEODIV and 
physical health for whites and non-whites. Additionally, all paths are in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 46. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med 
= Race-based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 White Non-white 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .13 .04 3.62 .00 .13 .05 2.49 .01
b(MX) -.29 .06 -4.62 .00 -.56 .10 -5.82 .00
b(YM.X) -.16 .04 -3.87 .00 -.19 .04 -4.38 .00
b(YX.M) .09 .04 2.34 .02 .03 .06 .45 .66
 
 
 Finally, psychological health was investigated as a dependent variable in a model 
where perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between EEODIV and the 
psychological health. There was not full support for the overall mediation model as the 
path from race discrimination to psychological health was marginally significant. 
However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Perceived EEODIV was related 
to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to better psychological health. 
However, the interaction between EEODIV and minority status was significant, 
indicating that minority status does moderate the relationship between EEODIV and 
perceived discrimination. Further, the indirect effects for both whites and non-whites 
respondents were both non-significant, but similar in size and direction. Results are 
shown in Table 47. 
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Table 47. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 36.84 3.37 10.93 .00
EEODIV -.31 .07 -4.40 .00
Minority Status 19.83 5.37 3.69 .00
EEODIV * Minority Status -.29 .11 -2.63 .01
 Psychological Health  
Constant 41.05 2.43 16.88 .00
Race discrimination -.06 .03 -1.94 .05
EEODIV .23 .05 5.13 .00
Minority Status 7.99 3.42 2.33 .02
EEODIV * Minority Status -.17 .07 -2.44 .02
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
White .02 .01 1.74 .08
Non-white .04 .02 1.85 .06
 
The tests of simple mediation show full support of the meditational model in non-
white participants, but not in white participants. Only one path is significant in the white 
participants’ model. However, paths are in the hypothesized directions. Results are shown 
in Table 48.  
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Table 48. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEODIV, Med 
= Race-based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 White Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .25 .04 5.76 .00 .10 .06 1.84 .07
b(MX) -.31 .06 -4.87 .00 -.61 .10 -6.28 .00
b(YM.X) -.02 .05 -.49 .63 -.10 .05 -2.21 .03
b(YX.M) .25 .05 5.29 .00 .04 .06 .64 .52
 
 
Results for Minority Segmentation 
 Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived minority segmentation in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between minority segmentation and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .84, t = 3.88, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.06, t = -4.30, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less job satisfaction. No 
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significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in 
size. The results of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 49. 
Table 49. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 14.65 2.71 5.39 .00
 MINORITY SEG .84 .22 3.88 .00
Minority Status 2.98 3.32 .90 .37
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.10 .26 -.36 .72
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 12.26 .73 16.72 .00
Sex discrimination -.06 .01 -4.30 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.01 .06 -.14 .89
Minority Status 1.24 .87 1.43 .15
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.08 .07 -1.10 .27
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.05 .02 -2.84 .00
Women -.04 .01 -3.22 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Thus, sex-
based discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and job 
satisfaction. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
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members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 50. 
Table 50. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.06 .06 -.90 .37 -.13 .04 -3.26 .00
b(MX) .84 .20 4.14 .00 .75 .15 4.86 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .03 -4.06 .00 -.04 .02 -2.53 .01
b(YX.M) .03 .06 .51 .61 -.10 .04 -2.44 .02
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .78, t = 3.62, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational 
commitment (B = -.14, t = -3.99, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation 
was related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for 
both men and women, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 51. 
 
 
 
 
95 
 
Table 51. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 14.94 2.70 5.51 .00
 MINORITY SEG .78 .22 3.62 .00
Minority Status 2.50 3.31 .75 .45
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.02 .26 -.08 .94
 Organizational  
Constant 32.45 2.00 16.19 .00
Sex discrimination -.14 .04 -3.99 .00
 MINORITY SEG .02 .15 .16 .88
Minority Status 6.83 2.36 2.89 .00
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.42 .19 -2.22 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.11 .04 -2.64 .01
Women -.11 .04 -3.11 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 52. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in direction 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
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Table 52. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.09 .15 -.59 .56 -.50 .11 -4.55 .00
b(MX) .78 .20 3.97 .00 .77 .15 4.97 .00
b(YM.X) -.17 .07 -2.53 .01 -.13 .04 -3.14 .00
b(YX.M) .05 .16 .29 .77 -.40 .11 -3.52 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .84, t = 3.89, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .03, t = 5.06, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
associated with greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
turnover intention. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority 
segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effects were significant for both men 
and women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 53. 
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Table 53. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 14.64 2.71 5.41 .00
 MINORITY SEG .84 .22 3.89 .00
Minority Status 2.89 3.32 .87 .38
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.08 .26 -.32 .75
 Turnover  
Constant 2.09 .34 6.10 .00
Sex discrimination .03 .01 5.06 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.02 .03 -.58 .56
Minority Status -.78 .41 -1.94 .05
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status .06 .03 2.01 .05
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .01 3.05 .00
Women .02 .01 3.54 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 54. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
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Table 54. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .01 .03 .39 .70 .07 .02 3.81 .00
b(MX) .84 .20 4.14 .00 .76 .15 4.93 .00
b(YM.X) .05 .01 4.14 .00 .03 .01 3.43 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 .03 -1.05 .29 .05 .02 2.74 .01
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .78, t = 3.55, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.16, t = -5.89, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer physical health. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 55. 
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Table 55. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 15.27 2.76 5.52 .00
 MINORITY SEG .78 .22 3.55 .00
Minority Status 2.44 3.41 .72 .47
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.06 .27 -.21 .83
 Physical Health  
Constant 70.37 1.50 46.93 .00
Sex discrimination -.16 .03 -5.89 .00
 MINORITY SEG .04 .12 .34 .73
Minority Status .15 1.77 .08 .93
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.11 .14 -.79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.13 .04 -3.01 .00
Women -.12 .03 -3.58 .00
 
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women and men. Paths are not all in 
the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of 
mediation are shown in Table 56. 
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Table 56. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE T p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.09 .11 -.78 .44 -.19 .09 -2.14 .03
b(MX) .78 .21 3.77 .00 .72 .16 4.46 .00
b(YM.X) -.16 .05 -3.16 .00 -.17 .03 -4.95 .00
b(YX.M) .03 .11 .30 .77 -.07 .09 -.79 .43
 
 
 
Finally, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .77, t = 3.54, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.14, t = -4.27, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and 
women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 57. 
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Table 57. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Sex-
based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 15.00 2.72 5.52 .00
 MINORITY SEG .77 .22 3.54 .00
Minority Status 3.34 3.37 .99 .32
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.07 .27 -.24 .81
 Psychological Health  
Constant 56.13 1.78 31.55 .00
Sex discrimination -.14 .03 -4.27 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.14 .14 -1.02 .31
Minority Status -.56 2.13 -.26 .79
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.03 .17 -.18 .86
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.11 .04 -2.68 .01
Women -.10 .03 -3.06 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women, but the model was not fully 
supported for men. Thus, sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship between 
minority segmentation and psychological health for women, but not for men. Paths are 
not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in 
directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
group members would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation 
and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a 
negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results 
of the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 58. 
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Table 58. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.25 .14 -1.81 .07 -.27 .10 -2.66 .01
b(MX) .77 .19 3.98 .00 .71 .16 4.30 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .06 -1.42 .16 -.16 .04 -4.12 .00
b(YX.M) -.18 .15 -1.22 .23 -.16 .10 -1.57 .12
 
Race-based Discrimination. Perceived minority segmentation in the workplace 
was investigated as a predictor in a model where race-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between minority segmentation and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was not found, as only one of the paths in the model, the path between the 
mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.06, t = -4.70, p < .01), was significant. However, the 
other path was approaching significance. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. However, the interaction effect approached 
significance in this case (B = .44, t = 1.74, p = .08). The indirect effects indicate a 
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difference between groups. While the indirect effect for non-whites is significant 
(Indirect effect = -.05, z = -3.12, p < .01), the indirect effect for white participants is 
approaching significance. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 59. 
Table 59. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Race-
based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 18.22 2.12 8.57 .00
 MINORITY SEG .34 .17 1.98 .05
Minority Status -.85 3.25 -.26 .79
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .44 .25 1.74 .08
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 13.49 .59 22.74 .00
Race discrimination -.06 .01 -4.70 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.11 .04 -2.42 .02
Minority Status -.44 .83 -.53 .60
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .07 .07 1.08 .28
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .01 -1.79 .07
Non-whites -.05 .02 -3.12 .00
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated support for the mediation 
model for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive 
a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both 
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groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Table 60 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation. 
Table 60. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.13 .05 -2.84 .01 -.09 .05 -1.78 .08
b(MX) .35 .15 2.26 .02 .79 .21 3.77 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .02 -3.52 .00 -.05 .02 -3.17 .00
b(YX.M) -.11 .05 -2.34 .02 -.04 .05 -.89 .37
 
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .35, t = 2.02, p < .05) and between the mediator and organizational 
commitment (B = -.15, t = -4.19, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation 
was related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. However, similar to the findings for job satisfaction, 
the interaction effect approached significance (B = .43, t = 1.69, p = .09). The indirect 
effects indicate a difference between groups. The indirect effect is significant for non-
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white participants (Indirect effect = -.12, z = -2.93, p < .01), but not so for white 
participants. Results are displayed in Table 61. 
Table 61. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Race-
based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 18.06 2.10 8.57 .00
 MINORITY SEG .35 .17 2.02 .04
Minority Status -.65 3.24 -.20 .84
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .43 .25 1.69 .09
 Organizational  
Constant 35.97 1.61 22.34 .00
Race discrimination -.15 .04 -4.19 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.28 .12 -2.31 .02
Minority Status 3.24 2.27 1.42 .16
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.04 .18 -.23 .82
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.05 .03 -1.79 .07
Non-whites -.12 .04 -2.93 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support for the 
models for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive 
a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both 
groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 62. 
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Table 62. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.33 .13 -2.62 .01 -.44 .13 -3.44 .00
b(MX) .35 .15 2.35 .02 .78 .21 3.66 .00
b(YM.X) -.18 .06 -3.15 .00 -.13 .04 -2.86 .00
b(YX.M) -.27 .13 -2.14 .03 -.34 .13 -2.61 .01
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .38, t = 2.18, p < .05) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .04, t = 5.98, p < .01). Moreover, all paths were in the predicted direction. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. However, the interaction effect was approaching significance (B = .43, t = 1.70, p 
= .09). The indirect effects were both significant and similar in size and direction. Results 
are shown in Table 63. 
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Table 63. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Race-
based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 17.98 2.13 8.42 .00
 MINORITY SEG .38 .17 2.18 .03
Minority Status -.96 3.27 -.29 .77
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .43 .26 1.70 .09
 Turnover  
Constant 1.43 .27 5.23 .00
Race discrimination .04 .01 5.98 .00
 MINORITY SEG .05 .02 2.36 .02
Minority Status .11 .38 .29 .77
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.04 .03 -1.26 .21
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 2.02 .04
Non-whites .03 .01 3.51 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white 
participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 64. 
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Table 64. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .06 .02 2.92 .00 .04 .02 1.73 .08
b(MX) .38 .16 2.45 .02 .82 .21 3.92 .00
b(YM.X) .04 .01 4.75 .00 .03 .01 3.79 .00
b(YX.M) .05 .02 2.24 .03 .02 .02 .65 .51
 
 
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination was approaching significance while the path between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.20, t = -6.92, p < .01) was significant. Minority segmentation 
trended toward a relationship with greater perceived discrimination which in turn was 
related to poorer physical health. There was a significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (B = .72, t = 2.75, p < .05). 
Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are 
supportive of the interaction effect. The indirect effects are significant for non-white 
participants, but not so for white participants. Results are shown in Table 65. 
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Table 65. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Race-
based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 18.71 2.10 8.89 .00
 MINORITY SEG .30 .17 1.71 .09
Minority Status -4.55 3.34 -1.36 .17
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .72 .26 2.75 .01
 Physical Health  
Constant 71.93 1.23 58.45 .00
Race discrimination -.20 .03 -6.92 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.13 .09 -1.44 .15
Minority Status -2.41 1.77 -1.36 .17
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .23 .14 1.62 .11
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.06 .04 -1.64 .10
Non-whites -.20 .05 -4.13 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support of the 
mediation model for non-white participants, but marginal support for white participants 
as one of paths was significant while the other was approaching significance. Paths are 
not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in 
directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
group members would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation 
and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a 
negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results 
are shown in Table 66. 
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Table 66. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.23 .12 -1.97 .05 -.11 .12 -.89 .37
b(MX) .38 .16 2.38 .02 1.02 .21 4.75 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .05 -1.98 .05 -.22 .04 -5.40 .00
b(YX.M) -.19 .12 -1.64 .10 .12 .12 1.04 .30
 
Finally, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .38, t = 2.11, p < .05) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.09, t = -2.89, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were different for white and non-
white participants, however. Non-white participants exhibited a significant indirect effect 
(Indirect effect = -.07, z = -2.24, p < .05), whereas white participants did not. Results for 
the moderated mediation are shown in Table 67. 
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Table 67. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Race-
based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 18.07 2.21 8.19 .00
 MINORITY SEG .38 .18 2.11 .03
Minority Status .28 3.44 .08 .93
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .35 .27 1.31 .19
 Psychological Health  
Constant 54.51 1.46 37.33 .00
Race discrimination -.09 .03 -2.89 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.19 .11 -1.73 .09
Minority Status 1.11 2.09 .53 .60
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.05 .16 -.32 .75
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.04 .02 -1.64 .10
Non-whites -.07 .03 -2.24 .03
 
 Non-white participants exhibited support for the mediation model in the simple 
test of mediation. However, only one of paths in the model of white participants was 
significant, while the other was approaching significance. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are displayed in  
Table 68. 
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Table 68. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.23 .12 -1.97 .05 -.31 .12 -2.69 .01
b(MX) .38 .16 2.38 .02 .73 .22 3.32 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .05 -1.98 .05 -.09 .04 -2.13 .03
b(YX.M) -.19 .12 -1.64 .10 -.25 .12 -2.09 .04
 
 
Results for Social Support 
Sex-based Discrimination. Social support in the workplace was investigated as a 
predictor in a model where sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship between 
social support and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was 
investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was not found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B = -.59, 
t = -3.71, p < .01) was significant, but the path between the mediator and job satisfaction 
was not significant. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. The indirect effects are similar for men and women, in that they are 
 
 
113 
 
both non-significant, and nearly identical in size. Results for the moderated mediation are 
shown in Table 69. 
Table 69. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 41.61 4.62 9.01 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.59 .16 -3.71 .00
Minority Status 1.05 5.48 .19 .84
SUPPORT* Minority Status .04 .19 .22 .83
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 3.17 1.14 2.78 .01
Sex discrimination -.02 .01 -1.79 .07
SOCIAL SUPPORT .28 .04 7.89 .00
Minority Status 2.13 1.22 1.75 .08
SUPPORT* Minority Status -.07 .04 -1.64 .10
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .01 .01 1.57 .12
Women .01 .01 1.68 .09
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that the model was not 
fully supported in either men or women. Here, the paths between social support and 
perceived discrimination are significant, but the other paths are not. However, all paths 
were in the hypothesized directions. Results are shown in Table 70. 
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Table 70. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med 
= Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .30 .04 8.41 .00 .23 .02 10.16 .00
b(MX) -.59 .16 -3.78 .00 -.55 .10 -5.45 .00
b(YM.X) -.03 .02 -1.45 .15 -.02 .01 -1.20 .23
b(YX.M) -.28 .04 7.45 .00 .22 .02 9.23 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between social support and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.58, t = -3.66, p < .01) was significant, but the path between the mediator and 
organizational commitment was not significant. No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, 
minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are similar for 
men and women, as they are both non-significant and similar in size. Results are shown 
in Table 71. 
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Table 71. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 40.69 4.55 8.93 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.58 .16 -3.66 .00
Minority Status 1.73 5.38 .32 .75
SUPPORT * Minority Status .03 .19 .17 .87
 Organizational  
Constant 14.08 3.05 4.61 .00
Sex discrimination -.05 .03 -1.71 .09
SOCIAL SUPPORT .59 .10 6.10 .00
Minority Status -1.67 3.26 -.51 .61
SUPPORT * Minority Status .10 .11 .87 .39
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .02 1.50 .13
Women .03 .02 1.61 .11
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 72. The 
mediating effect was not fully supported for either men or women, as one of the two 
paths was not significant in bath cases. However, the path between perceived 
discrimination and organizational commitment was approaching significance for the 
female sample. 
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Table 72. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med 
= Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .62 .09 6.99 .00 .72 .06 11.77 .00
b(MX) -.58 .15 -3.85 .00 -.54 .10 -5.44 .00
b(YM.X) -.03 .06 -.47 .64 -.06 .04 -1.68 .09
b(YX.M) .61 .10 6.36 .00 .68 .06 10.62 .00
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B 
= -.59, t = -3.74, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .02, t = 
3.20, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (social support) and the moderator (minority 
status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects 
were significant for both men and women, and were similar in size and direction. Results 
of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 73. 
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Table 73. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 41.61 4.58 9.08 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.59 .16 -3.74 .00
Minority Status 1.67 5.41 .31 .76
SUPPORT * Minority Status .02 .19 .09 .93
 Turnover  
Constant 4.88 .58 8.47 .00
Sex discrimination .02 .00 3.20 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.10 .02 -5.20 .00
Minority Status -.33 .61 -.54 .59
SUPPORT * Minority Status .01 .02 .67 .50
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.01 .00 -2.39 .02
Women -.01 .00 -2.78 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 74. The model 
was fully supported for women, but one of the two paths was approaching significance in 
the male sample (B = .02, t = 1.90, p = .06). All paths were in the hypothesized 
directions.  
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Table 74. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med 
= Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.11 .02 -6.07 .00 -.09 .01 -8.02 .00
b(MX) -.59 .16 -3.78 .00 -.57 .10 -5.82 .00
b(YM.X) .02 .01 1.90 .06 .02 .01 2.60 .01
b(YX.M) -.09 .02 -5.13 .00 -.08 .01 -6.73 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and physical health. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B = -.49, t = 
-2.95, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.14, t = -5.02, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. Social support was related to less perceived discrimination which 
in turn was related to better physical health. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (social support) and the moderator (minority status). Additionally, the 
indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
are displayed in Table 75. 
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Table 75. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 38.66 4.83 7.99 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.49 .17 -2.95 .00
Minority Status 2.40 5.69 .42 .67
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.02 .19 -.08 .93
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.13 2.75 24.37 .00
Sex discrimination -.14 .03 -5.02 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT .12 .08 1.38 .17
Minority Status -2.31 2.96 -.78 .44
SUPPORT * Minority Status .02 .10 .24 .81
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .07 .03 2.50 .01
Women .07 .02 3.49 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 76. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. All paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. 
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Table 76. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med 
= Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .19 .08 2.31 .02 .22 .06 3.86 .00
b(MX) -.49 .16 -2.98 .00 -.51 .10 -4.95 .00
b(YM.X) -.14 .05 -2.90 .00 -.15 .04 -4.11 .00
b(YX.M) .12 .08 1.46 .15 .15 .06 2.52 .01
 
Finally, perceived sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B 
= -.55, t = -3.40, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.09, t 
= -2.93, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to better psychological health. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (social support) and the moderator (minority 
status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the 
indirect effects were significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. 
Results are displayed in Table 77. 
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Table 77. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Sex-based 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Sex discrimination    
Constant 39.80 4.68 8.51 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.55 .16 -3.40 .00
Minority Status 2.39 5.56 .43 .67
SUPPORT * Minority Status .02 .19 .08 .93
 Psychological Health  
Constant 45.98 3.16 14.56 .00
Sex discrimination -.09 .03 -2.93 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT .26 .10 2.59 .01
Minority Status -1.43 3.41 -.42 .68
SUPPORT * Minority Status .02 .12 .14 .88
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .02 2.16 .03
Women .05 .02 2.51 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated a difference between men 
and women. The model was fully supported for women, but not supported for men. All 
paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are displayed in Table 78. 
Table 78. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med 
= Sex-based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .31 .10 3.11 .00 .33 .06 5.16 .00
b(MX) -.55 .15 -3.67 .00 -.53 .11 -4.97 .00
b(YM.X) -.04 .07 -.53 .60 -.12 .04 -3.12 .00
b(YX.M) .29 .11 2.74 .01 .27 .07 4.03 .00
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Race-based Discrimination.  Social support in the workplace was investigated as 
a predictor in a model where race-based discrimination mediates the relationship between 
social support and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was 
investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B = -.33, t = 
-2.82, p < .05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.03, t = -2.41, p < .05) 
were jointly significant. Social support was related to less perceived discrimination which 
in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. A significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (social support) and the moderator (B = -.36, t = -2.04, p < .05). Thus, 
minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were also 
different for white and non-white participants. The indirect effect was significant for non-
white participants (Indirect effect = .02, z = 2.14, p < .05), but non-significant for white 
participants. Results are shown in Table 79. 
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Table 79. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 31.85 3.33 9.54 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.33 .12 -2.82 .01
Minority Status 15.75 5.18 3.03 .00
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.36 .18 -2.04 .04
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 4.54 .80 5.68 .00
Race discrimination -.03 .01 -2.41 .02
SOCIAL SUPPORT .25 .03 9.84 .00
Minority Status .42 1.12 .38 .71
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.02 .04 -.51 .61
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 1.76 .08
Non-whites .02 .01 2.14 .03
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 80. A 
significant mediating effect was found for white participants, but the model was not fully 
supported for non-white participants. However, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 80. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Social Support, 
Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .26 .02 10.55 .00 .25 .03 8.31 .00
b(MX) -.33 .11 -3.12 .00 -.69 .15 -4.70 .00
b(YM.X) -.03 .02 -2.08 .04 -.02 .02 -1.38 .17
b(YX.M) .25 .02 9.92 .00 .23 .03 7.36 .00
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B 
= -.35, t = -3.03, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational commitment (B = 
-.07, t = -2.34, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater organizational commitment. 
The interaction between the predictor (social support) and the moderator was marginally 
significant (B = -.32, t = -1.81, p = .07). Additionally, the indirect effects are different for 
white and non-white participants, as the indirect effect is significant for non-white 
participants, but not for white participants. Results are shown in Table 81. 
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Table 81. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 32.13 3.27 9.82 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.35 .11 -3.03 .00
Minority Status 14.61 5.11 2.86 .00
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.32 .18 -1.81 .07
 Organizational  
Constant 11.83 2.10 5.61 .00
Race discrimination -.07 .03 -2.34 .02
SOCIAL SUPPORT .70 .07 10.49 .00
Minority Status 3.10 2.94 1.05 .29
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.07 .10 -.75 .46
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .01 1.80 .07
Non-whites .05 .02 2.09 .04
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that the model was not 
fully supported for either white or non-white participants. However, all paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. Results of the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 82. 
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Table 82. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Social Support, 
Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .72 .07 10.97 .00 .67 .08 8.77 .00
b(MX) -.35 .10 -3.43 .00 -.67 .15 -4.48 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .05 -1.46 .15 -.07 .04 -1.84 .07
b(YX.M) .70 .07 10.32 .00 .62 .08 7.72 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between social support and perceived discrimination (B 
= -.37, t = -3.26, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .02, t = 
4.09, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to less intention to turnover. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (social support) and the moderator (B = -.38, 
t = -2.15, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect 
effects are similar for white and non-white participants, as they are both significant and 
similar in size and direction. Results are shown in Table 83. 
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Table 83. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 33.25 3.27 10.16 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.37 .11 -3.26 .00
Minority Status 15.97 5.12 3.12 .00
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.38 .18 -2.15 .03
 Turnover  
Constant 5.16 .40 13.04 .00
Race discrimination .02 .01 4.09 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.10 .01 -8.38 .00
Minority Status -1.32 .55 -2.39 .02
SUPPORT * Minority Status .04 .02 2.23 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .00 -2.50 .01
Non-whites -.02 .01 -3.27 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate full support for the 
mediation model for both white and non-white participants. All paths were in 
hypothesized directions. Table 84 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 84. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Social Support, 
Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.11 .01 -9.54 .00 -.08 .02 -5.13 .00
b(MX) -.37 .11 -3.54 .00 -.75 .14 -5.19 .00
b(YM.X) .03 .01 3.47 .00 .02 .01 2.39 .02
b(YX.M) -.10 .01 -8.64 .00 -.06 .02 -3.93 .00
 
Next, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and physical health. Support was found for overall 
mediation as the path between social support and perceived discrimination (B = -.32, t = -
2.71, p < .05) and the path between the mediator and physical health (B = -.18, t = -6.07, 
p < .01) was jointly significant. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects were similar for white 
and non-white participants, as they were both significant and similar in size and direction. 
Results are displayed in Table 85. 
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Table 85. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 31.34 3.36 9.32 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.32 .12 -2.71 .01
Minority Status 12.89 5.34 2.42 .02
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.27 .18 -1.49 .14
 Physical Health  
Constant 66.17 1.98 33.49 .00
Race discrimination -.18 .03 -6.07 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT .13 .06 2.19 .03
Minority Status 1.64 2.80 .59 .56
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.06 .10 -.60 .55
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .02 2.45 .01
Non-whites .10 .03 3.42 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that a significant mediating 
effect was found for both white and non-white participants. All paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. Table 86 displays the results. 
Table 86. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Social Support, 
Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .19 .06 3.20 .00 .18 .08 2.20 .03
b(MX) -.32 .11 -2.93 .00 -.59 .15 -3.85 .00
b(YM.X) -.15 .04 -3.78 .00 -.20 .04 -4.67 .00
b(YX.M) .14 .06 2.42 .02 .06 .08 .80 .43
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Finally, perceived race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in the 
relationship between social support and psychological health. Support was not found for 
overall mediation as the path between social support and perceived discrimination was 
significant (B = -.41, t = -3.38, p < .01) but the path between the mediator and 
psychological health was not. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were not significant for either white 
or non-white participants. Results are displayed in Table 87.  
Table 87. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Social Support, Med = Race-based 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Race discrimination    
Constant 34.34 3.45 9.97 .00
SOCIAL SUPPORT -.41 .12 -3.38 .00
Minority Status 12.21 5.42 2.26 .02
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.24 .19 -1.31 .19
 Psychological Health  
Constant 42.04 2.29 18.31 .00
Race discrimination -.05 .03 -1.58 .11
SOCIAL SUPPORT .34 .07 4.67 .00
Minority Status 2.62 3.19 .82 .41
SUPPORT * Minority Status -.10 .11 -.93 .35
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .01 1.38 .17
Non-whites .03 .02 1.46 .14
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 88. A 
significant mediating effect was not found for either white or non-white participants, as 
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the path between perceived discrimination and psychological health was non-significant 
in both cases. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
Table 88. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Social Support, 
Med = Race-based Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .36 .07 5.01 .00 .27 .08 3.19 .00
b(MX) -.41 .11 -3.72 .00 -.65 .16 -4.15 .00
b(YM.X) -.03 .05 -.67 .50 -.07 .04 -1.54 .13
b(YX.M) .34 .07 4.65 .00 .22 .09 2.55 .01
 
Summary of Results for the Full Demonstration 
 Because of the large amount of findings, three tables have been created to 
summarize the significant results related to the three predictors. Tables 89, 90, and 91 
highlight the significant findings from each of the mediation models tested.  
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Table 89. 
Summary of Significant Results for Equal Employment Opportunity/Diversity Climate 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Sex-based? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Org Commit X  X X  X 
Sex-based ? Turnover X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Race-based ?JobSatisfaction X X X X X X 
Race-based ? Org Commit  X    X 
Race-based ? Turnover X X X X X X 
Race-based ?Physical health X X X X X X 
Race-based ? Psych health  X    X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
 
Table 90. 
Summary of Significant Results for Minority Segmentation 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Sex-based? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Org Commit X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Turnover X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Race-based ?JobSatisfaction    X X X 
Race-based ? Org Commit X   X X X 
Race-based ? Turnover X  X X X X 
Race-based ?Physical health  X  X X X 
Race-based ? Psych health X   X  X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 91. 
Summary of Significant Results for Social Support 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Sex-based? Job Satisfaction       
Sex-based ? Org Commit       
Sex-based ? Turnover X  X X  X 
Sex-based ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Sex-based ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Race-based ?JobSatisfaction X X  X X  
Race-based ? Org Commit X   X   
Race-based ? Turnover X X X X X X 
Race-based ?Physical health X  X X X X 
Race-based ? Psych health       
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
 
 
 
Analysis of Coworker Data 
 
   Data on the organizational antecedents only (i.e. EEO, minority segmentation, 
diversity climate, instrumental social support, emotional social support, and token status) 
was collected from coworkers of the participants in the sample. The purpose of the 
coworker survey was to analyze secondary source data about the work environment. In 
total, twenty-nine coworkers responded to the survey. Participants were asked to provide 
a three-word code that would be used to match them with their coworker. Twenty-one 
coworkers could be matched based on the matching criteria. Table 92 displays descriptive 
statistics for each of the organizational antecedents, comparing coworkers to study 
participants. 
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Table 92. 
Descriptive Statistics for Organizational Antecedents Comparing Study Participants to 
Coworkers 
 Mean        SD     r^ 
EEO (sample) 15.15 3.59     .38 
EEO (coworker) 13.67 4.32  
Minority Segmentation (sample) 11.48 4.34 .50* 
Minority Segmentation (coworker) 12.48 4.64  
Diversity Climate (sample) 33.38 6.16 .53* 
Diversity Climate (coworker) 30.78 8.27  
Instrumental Support (sample) 13.60 3.39 .53* 
Instrumental Support (coworker) 14.24 3.27  
Emotional Support (sample) 14.95 3.01     .40  
Emotional Support (coworker) 15.44 3.54  
Gender Tokenism (sample) 4.05 1.36      .37 
Gender Tokenism (coworker) 4.15 1.14  
Racial Tokenism (sample) 3.90 1.51 .67* 
Racial Tokenism (coworker) 4.15 1.31  
^ r reflects the correlation between study participants and coworkers 
* Indicates that r is significant at p < .05 
 
 
Study participants were instructed to provide the coworker survey to an individual 
in the workplace holding a similar position, and sharing similar demographic 
characteristics. Ninety-five percent of the coworker respondents indicated the survey was 
sent to them by a coworker, rather than a supervisor or subordinate. Seventy-one percent 
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of the coworker respondents reported sharing the same position with their matched study 
participant, 76% reported sharing the same supervisor, 86% reported working in the same 
department, and 86% reported working at the same physical location.  Although the 
majority of the matched pairs were similar in job characteristics, there were fewer 
similarities in demographic characteristics.  Seventy-six of the pairs shared the same 
gender and 57% shared the same race, but only 43% shared both gender and race. 
Dependent sample t-tests were used to compare differences on the organizational 
antecedents between respondents and their coworkers.  There were no significant 
differences between the two groups on perceived equal employment opportunity, 
minority segmentation, diversity climate, instrumental social support, emotional social 
support, gender-based tokenism or race-based tokenism. However, the difference 
between study participants and coworkers on diversity climate was marginally significant 
(t = 1.98, p = .06).  
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Chapter Four 
Discussion 
 
Summary of Results for Equal Employment Opportunity/Diversity Climate 
Taken together, there is support for the overall mediating role of perceived 
discrimination in the relationship between perceived equal employment 
opportunity/diversity climate and workplace outcomes. Eight of the ten models examined 
exhibited joint significance in the paths between EEODIV and perceived discrimination, 
and between perceived discrimination and outcomes. The remaining three models lacked 
significance in the path between perceived discrimination and outcome only. The 
directions of paths revealed that a more positive EEO/diversity climate was related to less 
perceived discrimination, which was in turn related to improved outcomes. 
Minority status does appear to moderate the relationship between EEODIV and 
perceived race-based discrimination. However, none of the interactions in models 
examining sex-based discrimination were significant. Thus, there are differences between 
white and non-white employees on the strength of the relationship between EEODIV and 
perceived discrimination. 
However, the indirect effects and tests of simple mediation did not support a 
difference between minority and majority group members in the overall mediation model. 
In nearly every instance, both majority and minority group members exhibited significant 
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(or non-significant) findings. It is possible to find support for minority status as a 
moderator in the relationship between the predictor and mediator, and yet fail to find 
group differences in indirect effects or simple mediation models. The interaction effect is 
considering slope differences in one path, while indirect effects are considering the 
multiplicative effect of two paths.  
Finally, each of ten models examined exhibited the same pattern in the direction 
of paths. EEODIV was negatively related to perceived workplace discrimination. Thus, 
as the climate improved, less unfair treatment was reported. Also, perceived 
discrimination was negatively related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
physical health and psychological health, and positively related to intent to turnover. 
Last, EEODIV was positively related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
physical health and psychological health, and negatively related to intent to turnover.   
Summary of Results for Minority Segmentation 
 Hypothesis 2 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between minority segmentation and outcomes. Minority status would 
moderate the relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination. It 
was predicted that minority individuals would report a positive relationship between 
minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, a negative relationship between 
minority segmentation and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health 
and psychological health, and a positive relationship with turnover intention. Majority 
individuals, on the other hand, would report a negative relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination, a positive relationship between minority 
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segmentation and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health and 
psychological health, and a negative relationship with turnover intention. 
Taken together, the results for minority segmentation indicate that there is an 
overall effect of minority segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination. 
All of the models for sex discrimination and three of the five models for race 
discrimination demonstrated support for mediation, suggesting that minority 
segmentation is related to increased perceived discrimination, which in turn leads to 
poorer outcomes. Two of the models for race discrimination (i.e. those testing job 
satisfaction and physical health as outcomes) did not fully support the model. However, 
in all cases all of the paths were significant except one that approached significance. 
Thus, minority segmentation does relate to perceived discrimination across groups of 
employees, and differentially grouping the workforce by gender or ethnicity can 
negatively impact outcomes. However, there were differences when comparing the 
gender groups to the ethnic groups.  
The results for men and women seemed to indicate support for the overall 
mediation model, but there was no support for minority status as a moderator, the indirect 
effects were significant for both groups in every case, and the path coefficients support 
mediation for both groups in nearly every case. Thus, the relationship of minority 
segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination does not appear to differ 
based on gender. 
The results for white and non-white participants were less straightforward. In one 
of the five models investigated, minority status was found to be a moderator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination. In three of the 
 
 
139 
 
remaining models, this interaction effect was marginally significant. Moreover, the 
indirect effects support a possible difference between white and non-white individuals. In 
four of the five models investigated, tests of non-white individuals exhibited a significant 
indirect effect, whereas tests of white individuals did not. However, the simple tests of 
mediation reveal a different scenario as both groups displayed support for the model in 
most cases. Based on these findings, it is difficult to conclude that the effect of minority 
segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination differs between white and 
non-white individuals. However, the pattern of results suggests there may be ethnic 
differences. It is possible that a larger sample of employees would better reveal the group 
differences. 
Finally, the directions of the path coefficients are different than expected. It was 
hypothesized that minority group members would exhibit a positive relationship between 
minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, as minorities are more likely to be 
treated unfairly as they are grouped together within an organization. Conversely, majority 
group members were expected to exhibit a negative relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination, as they are likely to benefit from ethnic 
grouping. Next, it was predicted that minority group members would report a poorer job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health, and psychological health with 
increasing minority segmentation. Also, they would experience a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. The rationale was that minority 
individuals will realize they are being grouped into an area with less prestige and 
influence, and this will negatively impact work attitudes and health. The opposite 
directions were predicted for majority group members as they will realize that they are 
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surrounded by others with power and influence, and this will positively affect work 
attitudes and health. However, path directions were identical across models and between 
men/women and whites/non-whites. In each case, greater minority segmentation was 
associated with more perceived discrimination. Thus, as a workplace became more 
segmented by group status, individuals felt more unfair treatment, regardless of which 
group, minority or majority, to which they belonged. It seems that majority group 
members may not receive more benefits as the workplace becomes segmented; people 
from all groups are at a disadvantage. Also, across models there was a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover, and a negative 
relationship with the other work attitude and health outcomes. Thus, as a workplace 
became more segmented, individuals reported less job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, physical health, and psychological health, and a greater intention to 
turnover. This is somewhat puzzling as one would expect a worker to experience more 
positive outcomes as they are surrounded by more similar others. However, it is possible 
that an organization which funnels minority group members into certain areas has other 
negative environmental characteristics which make it an undesirable place to work. 
Employees may not experience unfair treatment based on race or sex (because they are 
surrounded by similar others) but they may experience unfair treatment for other reasons. 
For example, management may unfairly treat all employees below a certain level or in 
certain types of positions. Or perhaps a company which archaically sorts employees 
based on physical characteristics also has archaic technology, ancient buildings, and 
outdated policies.      
Summary of Results for Social Support 
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 Hypothesis 4 and 5 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between social support and outcomes for minority individuals, but not for 
majority individuals. Minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
social support and perceived discrimination, a positive relationship between social 
support and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health and 
psychological health, and negative relationship with intent to turnover. Majority group 
members, on the other hand, would report no relationship between social support and 
perceived discrimination. However, they would report relationships between social 
support and outcomes in the same directions and minority group members. 
Taken together, there was some support for the overall model. In seven of the ten 
models examined, perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between social 
support and the outcomes. In the other models, one path was significant while the other 
path approached significance. As a whole, there seems to be support that social support 
plays a role in affecting perceived discrimination in the workplace, across gender or 
ethnic groups. However, there were differences between men and women and between 
white and non-white respondents. 
 First, there was no support for the moderating role of minority status in the 
relationship between social support and perceived sex-based discrimination. Further, for 
both the indirect effects and simple mediation models, both men and women displayed 
either significant or non-significant findings in most cases. Thus, there does not appear to 
be a difference between men and women in how discrimination mediates the relationship 
between social support and outcomes.  
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 For race-based discrimination, on the other hand, there was some evidence of the 
moderating role of minority status in the relationship between social support and 
perceived discrimination. The interaction effect was significant in models pertaining to 
job satisfaction and turnover intent, and marginal in one additional model. This lends 
some support for ethnic differences in the relationship between social support and 
perceived discrimination. However, the pattern of indirect effects and tests of simple 
mediation were the same between white and non-white individuals in most cases (i.e. all 
except three), implying that there may not be group differences in the overall model.  
Across the social support models, the paths conformed to hypothesized directions. 
It was predicted that there would be a negative relationship between social support and 
perceived discrimination, a negative relationship between perceived discrimination and 
outcomes, and a positive relationship between social support and outcomes. Path 
directions were supported for both majority and minority group members. Although a 
lack of mediation was expected for majority group members, one would still expect to 
see the individual paths in the hypothesized directions. 
Sex-based vs. Race-based Perceived Discrimination 
 An examination of models pertaining to each of the three organizational 
antecedents does not reveal outstanding differences between race-based and sex-based 
discrimination. Patterns of differences seemed to lie within the models for an individual 
antecedent. Specifically, the models for EEODIV revealed differences by type of 
minority. The sex-based discrimination models all supported the overall model where 
discrimination mediated the relationship between EEODIV and outcomes. Minority 
status did not moderate the relationship between predictor and discrimination for these 
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models. The race-based discrimination models, on the hand, demonstrated that minority 
status moderated the relationship between EEODIV and discrimination in each of the 
models, and the overall model was not supported in each case. It seems that there are 
ethnic differences in how EEODIV related to discrimination, but not gender differences. 
Taken together, the type of discrimination (race-based or sex-based) does not seem to be 
as important as the antecedents and other elements entered into the mediation models.  
Conclusions 
 A total of 30 moderated mediation models were investigated in the current paper. 
The majority of the models demonstrated that perceived workplace discrimination 
mediates the relationship between workplace conditions and outcomes. Taken together, 
poor workplace conditions related to greater perceived discrimination which related to 
negative consequences for individuals from all groups. While not consistent with a priori 
hypotheses, these findings are novel and suggest that a lack of commitment to workplace 
diversity adversely affects all employees, minority or not. However, patterns of 
moderation and indirect effects reveal that relationships may be stronger for minority 
group members in some cases, suggesting that these workplace factors adversely affect 
minority individuals to a greater degree.    
 The bulk of previous research has focused on individual differences which relate 
to the perception of discrimination. The current study is novel in that it demonstrates the 
importance of the environment in precipitating feelings of unfair treatment. The 
perception of discrimination is the logical precursor to discrimination claims and as such 
organizations may want to place importance on creating a fair workplace for all 
individuals.  Emphasizing a commitment to EEO policy, strengthening diversity climate, 
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reducing minority segmentation, and creating opportunities for social support may help 
enhance the fairness of an organization and improve workplace attitudes and health for 
all employees.  
Limitations 
 The main limitation of the full demonstration is likely the untested nature of many 
of the measures. Measures of perceived discrimination, the perceived Equal Employment 
Opportunity (EEO) measure, the minority segmentation measure, and the token status 
measure are relatively new and do not have extensive reliability and validity information. 
Although a pilot test was conducted to evaluate the quality of all measures and many 
analyses resulted in many significant findings, it would be worthwhile to gather more 
data using the newer scales.  
The measure of minority segmentation has some specific limitations. Each item in 
this scale refers to “minorities” or “majority group members”. However, unlike other 
scales used in the study, it does not define what a minority or majority member is. Thus, 
we do not know specifically to whom respondents were referring when they answered 
questions about these groups. It could be problematic if some respondents defined a 
“minority” as a woman, while other intended a “minority” to be a non-white individual, 
and still others referred to any group who happened to comprise a small percentage of 
their workplace. A layer of complexity is added since the current study compared a 
priori-defined minority to majority group members based on their perceptions of 
undefined minority groups. Although it is currently difficult to tell, the wording of the 
minority segmentation scale may have had some influence on the difference in findings 
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between men and women, and whites and non-whites. This is an issue that should be 
addressed in future studies.  
 Another consideration is the number of tests conducted. Thirty tests of moderated 
mediation and sixty tests of simple mediation were conducted. Descriptive statistics such 
as correlations among measures and significance testing between groups on demographic 
characteristics were also conducted. This may raise concerns about the Type I error rate. 
However, the number of significant findings far exceeds 5%. The consistency in findings 
between similar tests and within each type of organizational antecedent lessens fears 
about spurious results.  
 It is also important to note the cross-sectional nature of the study. Although tests 
of mediation are designed to demonstrate possible causal relationships, causation can 
only be demonstrated through proper research design. All measures were collected at one 
time in a survey format. The actual work environment was not measured or manipulated. 
Thus, although one can draw conclusions about relationships between variables in the 
current study, one cannot draw conclusions about causal relationships among variables in 
the current study. A follow-up study would be needed where different work environments 
are manipulated to varying levels of the organizational antecedents, and differences in 
perceived discrimination and then outcomes are compared.  
 Finally, the nature of the sample was a limitation. There were many instances of 
marginal significance. In several of these cases, there was evidence from related analyses 
that more power might result in significant findings. Although the analyses in the full 
demonstration included over 400 participants, given the small effect sizes of the some of 
the relationships, the study could have benefited from a larger sample. Moreover, the 
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bulk of the sample was drawn from the Psychology participant pool. Although every 
participant was employed, most participants were also students. It is possible that there 
are some specific ramifications of being a working student, or it may also be possible that 
a certain type of person gravitates towards being a working student in Psychology willing 
to fill out an internet survey. Perhaps people in this sample were more likely to report 
certain relationship due to their student status or shared personality characteristics, and 
findings are not representative of the working population as a whole. Questions such as 
these need to be answered in future studies, which will hopefully include a broader 
sample.   
 Limitations of the coworker study should also be mentioned. Most importantly, 
the sample size was very small. Less than 10% of the participants in the full 
demonstration had a matched coworker. It becomes difficult to conduct analyses, let 
alone draw many conclusions from the results. Moreover, participants were not always 
similar to coworkers in terms of gender, ethnicity, or position within the organization. 
Participants were asked to send the coworker survey to a similar other in terms of 
demographic and employment characteristics. This was not the case in many instances. 
Coworkers were asked to report on the environment, and when these individuals held a 
different position or perhaps were physically located in a different area from the 
coworker, perceptions may differ. Further, perceptions are likely to differ even more 
when the coworker is not similar in gender or ethnicity. Taken together, the results of the 
coworker survey should be interpreted with caution.  
Future Directions 
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 A natural follow-up to the current study would be either a laboratory or field 
study designed to test causal relationships between variables discussed in this paper. 
While the findings of the current study demonstrated possible directional relationships, 
only a controlled experiment designed to provide temporal precedence and exclusion of 
the influence of secondary variables can strengthen the arguments made in the current 
paper.   
Next, the study investigated group differences two ways: comparing men to 
women and whites to non-whites. Every person appears in both analyses but some 
individuals shift minority status between the two. A natural next step is to compare true 
majority group members (i.e. white men) to single-minority group members (i.e. white 
women and non-white men) and double-minority group members (i.e. non-white 
women). It would also be interesting to break the non-white minority group into specific 
ethnic groups, such as black and Hispanic individuals. The perceptions of black 
individuals may very well differ from other ethnic minorities, as some groups can “hide” 
their ethnicity and are less likely to receive differential treatment based on group 
membership. For example, many Hispanic individuals have light skin and an absence of 
an accent, and therefore may not be generally perceived as an ethnic minority.  
 Finally, the nature of perceived discrimination at work needs more attention in the 
literature. Perceptions of differential treatment can cost companies millions when they 
lead to a lawsuit. Yet, we understand little about what leads to perceived discrimination, 
as well as the composition of perceived discrimination itself. More studies are needed to 
investigate the difference between subtle and overt discrimination. Additionally, the 
source of discrimination at work is important. The measures of perceived discrimination 
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in the current study addressed discrimination from interpersonal sources as well as 
institutional sources. Interpersonal sources of discrimination could include coworkers, 
supervisors, or other people at work. Institutional sources of discrimination come from 
policies and practices enacted by the organization as a whole. Depending on the source, 
feelings of differential treatment may vary by group. This study was unable to tease apart 
differences among source of discrimination, but future studies should pay attention to this 
issue.
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Demographics 
Please choose your gender:     Male         Female 
What is your age (in years)? _______________ 
Are you Hispanic/Latino?    YES NO 
What race do you most identify with? 
____White/Non-Hispanic 
____African American 
____Asian/Pacific Islander 
____American Indian 
____ Multiracial 
____Other____________________ 
What race do others see you as? 
____White/Non-Hispanic 
____African American 
____Asian/Pacific Islander 
____American Indian 
____ Multiracial 
____Other____________________ 
What race is your mother? 
____White/Non-Hispanic 
____African American 
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____Asian/Pacific Islander 
____American Indian 
____ Multiracial 
____Other____________________ 
What race/ethnicity is your father? 
____White/Non-Hispanic 
____African American 
____Asian/Pacific Islander 
____American Indian 
____ Multiracial 
____Other____________________ 
What is your highest level of education? 
______ Some high school 
______ High school diploma or GED 
______ Some college 
______ Technical diploma/Associate’s degree 
______ Bachelor’s degree 
______ Graduate degree 
How many hours per week do you work? _____________ 
At your primary job, how long have you been working there? 
_________ Less than 1 year 
_________ At least 1 year 
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_________ At least 5 years 
_________ At least 10 years 
_________ 15 + years 
Please check the industry that your job falls into: 
 
________Business/ Financial (including real estate or insurance)  
________Education 
________Healthcare 
________Culture, Arts or Recreation 
________Service (including sales and law enforcement) 
________Agribusiness 
________Manufacturing Production Transportation or Construction  
________Computer Science or Information Technology 
________Other 
 
 
Support for Equal Employment Opportunity 
 
1. My organization has an Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) policy. 
2. My organization has a strong Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) policy. 
3. My organization has a visible Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) policy. 
4. Senior managers emphasize Equal Employment Opportunity. 
5. When organizational decision are made (e.g. hiring, promotions), they are 
typically identity-blind. 
 
 
 
Perceived Minority Segmentation 
 
1.  At my organization, minorities tend to get certain types of jobs. 
2.  My job is one that tends to be given to minorities. 
3.  At my organization, minorities tend to be assigned to certain areas/departments. 
 
 
Token Status (pilot study version) 
 
1. Approximately how many people are employed at the physical location where 
you are employed? 
2. Approximately how many people work within your work group/department? 
3. Approximately how many people sharing your gender are employed at the 
physical location of your job? (Percentages are ok) 
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4. Approximately how many people sharing your race/ethnicity are employed at the 
physical location of your job? (Percentages are ok) 
5. Approximately how many people sharing your gender are employed within your 
work group/department? (Percentages are ok) 
Approximately how many people sharing your race/ethnicity are employed within your 
work group/department? (Percentages are ok) 
 
 
Token Status (full demonstration version) 
 
 
Think about all of the people who work at the same physical location (e.g. business, 
office building) that you do. You may or may not work directly with these people on a 
regular basis, but they work at that same location. Answer the next two questions in 
regards to these people. 
 
 
1. Using your best guess, what percentage of people employed at the physical 
location of your job is the same gender as you? 
 
2. Using your best guess, what percentage of people employed at the physical 
location of your job is the same race or ethnicity as you? 
 
Think about all of the people who work within your same work group. This includes 
people you work with directly on a regular basis (e.g. coworkers and supervisors). 
Answer the next two questions in regards to these people. 
 
3. Using you best guess, what percentage of people employed within your 
immediate work group is the same gender as you? 
 
4. Using your best guess, what percentage of people employed within your 
immediate work group is the same race/ethnicity as you? 
 
 
a. Less than 15% 
b. At least 15% 
c. At least 25% 
d. At least 50% 
e. At least 75% 
f. I don’t know/Not applicable 
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Diversity Climate Scale 
 
1.  My company recruits from diverse sources. 
2.  My company offers equal access to training. 
3.  My company promotes open communication on diversity. 
4.  My company publicizes diversity principles. 
5.  My company offers training to manage a diverse population. 
6.  My company respects the perspectives of people like me. 
7.  My company maintains a diversity-friendly work environment. 
8.  My workgroup has a climate that values diverse perspectives. 
9.  Top leaders visibly commit to diversity. 
 
 
Social Support Scale 
 
1. My immediate supervisor goes out of his/her way to do things to make my 
work life easier for me. 
2. Other people at work go out of their way to make my work life easier for 
me. 
3. It is easy to talk to my immediate supervisor. 
4. It is easy to talk to other people at work. 
5. My immediate supervisor can be relied on when things get tough at work. 
6. Other people at work can be relied on when things get tough at work. 
7. My immediate supervisor is willing to listen to my personal problems. 
8. Other people at work are willing to listen to my personal problems. 
9. I have access to a mentor at my workplace. 
10. I have access to informal social networks at my workplace. 
11. I have access to informal information networks at my workplace. 
 
Perceived discrimination at work 
 
1.  I have been treated unfairly by employers, bosses, or supervisors because 
of my race/ethnicity. 
2.  I have been treated unfairly by employers, bosses, or supervisors because 
of my gender. 
3.  I have been treated unfairly by coworkers or colleagues because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
4.  I have been treated unfairly by coworkers or colleagues because of my 
gender.  
5.  My supervisor sometimes makes racist decisions. 
6.  My supervisor sometimes makes sexist decisions. 
7.  My coworkers sometimes make racist statements. 
8.  My coworkers sometimes make sexist statements.  
9.  I feel that some of the policies and practices of this organization are racist. 
10.  I feel that some of the policies and practices of this organization are sexist. 
11.  At work, I sometimes feel that my race/ethnicity is a limitation. 
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12.  At work, I sometimes feel that my gender is a limitation. 
13.  At work, I do not get enough recognition because of my race/ethnicity. 
14.  At work, I do not get enough recognition because of my gender. 
15.  At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from 
advancing because of my race/ethnicity. 
16.  At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from 
advancing because of my gender. 
17.  At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
18.  At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my 
gender. 
 
 
Every-Day Perceived Discrimination 
 
1. I have been treated unfairly by teachers and professors because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
2. I have been treated unfairly by people in service jobs (store clerks, waiters, 
bartenders, and others) because of my race/ethnicity. 
3. I have been treated unfairly by strangers because of my race/ethnicity. 
4. I have been treated unfairly by people in helping jobs (doctors, nurses, 
school counselors, therapists, and others) because of my ethnicity. 
5. I have been treated unfairly by neighbors because of my race/ethnicity. 
6. I have been treated unfairly by institutions (schools, universities, the 
police, the courts, and others) because of my race/ethnicity. 
7. I have been treated unfairly by people that I thought were my friends 
because of my race/ethnicity. 
8. I have been accused or suspected of doing something wrong (such as 
stealing, cheating, not doing your share of the work, or breaking the law) because 
of my race/ethnicity. 
9. People have misunderstood my intentions and motives because of my 
race/ethnicity. 
10. There were times when I wanted to tell off someone for being racist 
against my racial/ethnic group but I didn’t say anything. 
11. There have been times when I have been really angry about something 
racist that was done to me. 
12. There have been times when I was forced to take drastic steps (such as 
filing a grievance, filing a lawsuit, quitting my job, moving away, and other 
actions) to deal with some racist thing that was done to me. 
13. II have been called racist names. 
14. I have gotten into an argument or a fight about something racist that was 
done to me or somebody else. 
15. I have been made fun of, picked on, pushed, shoved, hit, or threatened 
with harm because of my race or ethnicity. 
16. I have been treated unfairly by teachers and professors because of my 
gender. 
 
 
184 
 
17. I have been treated unfairly by people in service jobs (store clerks, waiters, 
bartenders, and others) because of my gender. 
18. I have been treated unfairly by strangers because of my gender. 
19. I have been treated unfairly by people in helping jobs (doctors, nurses, 
school counselors, therapists, and others) because of my gender. 
20. I have been treated unfairly by neighbors because of my gender. 
21. I have been treated unfairly by institutions (schools, universities, the 
police, the courts, and others) because of my gender. 
22. I have been treated unfairly by people that I thought were my friends 
because of my gender. 
23. I have been accused or suspected of doing something wrong (such as 
stealing, cheating, not doing your share of the work, or breaking the law) because 
of my gender. 
24. People have misunderstood my intentions and motives because of my 
gender. 
25. There were times when I wanted to tell off someone for being sexist 
against my gender but I didn’t say anything. 
26. There have been times when I have been really angry about something 
sexist that was done to me. 
27. There have been times when I was forced to take drastic steps (such as 
filing a grievance, filing a lawsuit, quitting my job, moving away, and other 
actions) to deal with some sexist thing that was done to me. 
28. II have been called sexist names. 
29. I have gotten into an argument or a fight about something sexist that was 
done to me or somebody else. 
30. I have been made fun of, picked on, pushed, shoved, hit, or threatened 
with harm because of my gender. 
 
 
SF-36 
 
 
1. In general, would you say your health is: 
 
1 Excellent 
2 Very Good 
3 Good 
4 Fair 
5 Poor 
 
2. Compared to one year ago, how would you rate your health in general 
now? 
 
1 Much better now than one year ago 
2 Somewhat better not than one year ago 
3 About the same 
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4 Somewhat worse now than one year ago 
5 Much worse now than one year ago 
The following items are about activities you might do during a typical day. Does 
your health now limit you in these activities? If so, how much? 
3. Vigorous activities, such as running lifting heavy objects, participating in 
strenuous sports. 
4. Moderate activities, such as moving a table, pushing a vacuum cleaner, 
bowling, or playing golf.   
5. Lifting or carrying groceries. 
6. Climbing several flights of stairs 
7. Claiming one flight of stairs. 
8. Bending, kneeling, or stooping. 
9. Walking more than one mile. 
10. Walking several blocks 
11. Walking one block. 
12. Bathing or dressing yourself 
 
1 Yes, limited a lot 
2 Yes, limited a little 
3 No, not at all limited 
During the past 4 weeks, have you had any of the following problems with your 
work or other regular daily activities as a result of your physical health?  
13. Cut down the amount of time you spent on work or other activities. 
14. Accomplished less than you would like 
15. Were limited in the kind of work or other activities. 
16. Had difficulty performing the work or other activities (for example, it took 
extra effort) 
 
1 Yes 
2 No 
During the past 4 weeks, have you had any of the following problems with your 
work or other regular daily activities as a result of any emotional problems 
(such as feeling depressed or anxious)?  
17. Cut down the amount of time you spent on work or other activities. 
18. Accomplished less than you would like 
19. Didn’t do work or other activities as carefully as usual 1 Yes 2 No 
20. During the past 4 weeks, to what extent has your physical health or 
emotional problems interfered with your normal social activities with family, 
friends, neighbors, or groups?  
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1 Not at all  
2 Slightly  
3 Moderately   
4 Quite a bit  
5 Extremely  
 
21. How much bodily pain have you had during the past 4 weeks?  
 
1 None  
2 Very mild  
3 Mild   
4 Moderate   
5 Severe   
6 Very severe   
 
22. During the past 4 weeks, how much did pain interfere with your normal 
work (including both work outside the home and housework)?  
 
1 Not at all  
2 A little bit  
3 Moderately   
4 Quite a bit   
5 Extremely   
These questions are about how you feel and how things have been with you 
during the past 4 weeks. For each question, please give the one answer that 
comes closest to the way you have been feeling.  
1 All of the time 
2 Most of the time 
3 A good bit of the time 
4 Some of the time 
5 A little of the time 
6 None of the time 
 
How much of the time during the past 4 weeks . . .  
 
23. Did you feel full of pep? 
24. Have you been a very nervous person? 
25. Have you felt so down in the dumps that nothing could cheer you up? 
26. Have you felt calm and peaceful? 
27. Did you have a lot of energy? 
28. Have you felt downhearted and blue? 
29. Did you feel worn out? 
30. Have you been a happy person? 
31. Did you feel tired? 
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32. During the past 4 weeks, how much of the time has your physical health 
or emotional problems interfered with your social activities (like visiting with 
friends, relatives, etc.)?  
 
1 All of the time   
2 Most of the time   
3 Some of the time   
4 A little of the time   
5 None of the time   
 
How TRUE or FALSE is each of the following statements for you.  
 
1 Definitely True 
2 Mostly True 
3 Don’t know 
4 Mostly False 
5 Definitely False 
 
33. I seem to get sick a little easier than other people 
34. I am as healthy as anybody I know 
35. I expect my health to get worse 
36. My health is excellent.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Job satisfaction 
 
1. All in all, I am satisfied with my job. 
2. In general, I don’t like my job. 
3. In general, I like working here. 
 
 
 
 
Organizational Commitment Scale 
 
1. I am willing to put a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in 
order to help this organization be successful. 
2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work 
for. 
3. I would accept almost any types of job assignment in order to keep 
working for this organization. 
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4. I find that my values and the organization’s values are very similar 
5. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 
6. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job 
performance. 
7. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I 
was considering at the time I joined. 
8. I really care about the fate of this organization. 
For me, this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work.  
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Results 
 
Results for Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
 Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-
based discrimination mediates the relationship between EEO and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator. Additionally, separate mediation 
models were tested for each of the comparison groups (men, women, whites, and non-
whites). 
 First, a model was tested where subtle sex discrimination mediates the 
relationship between EEO and job satisfaction. The results of the moderated mediation 
demonstrated overall support for mediation as the path from EEO to subtle sex 
discrimination was significant (B = -.35, t = -2.99, p < .01) in addition to the path from 
the mediator to job satisfaction (B = -.11, t = -3.69, p < .01). Perceived EEO was related 
to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status does not moderate the relationship between EEO 
and perceived subtle sex discrimination. The indirect effects support the finding of 
overall mediation for both men and women, as the indirect effects for both groups were 
significant. Results for the moderated mediation can be found in Table 93 
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Table 93. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex    
Constant 16.59 1.80 9.22 .00
EEO -.35 .12 -2.99 .00
Minority Status .57 2.09 .27 .79
EEO * Minority Status .04 .14 .26 .80
 Job satisfaction   
Constant 10.05 1.22 8.21 .00
Subtle sex -.11 .03 -3.69 .00
EEO .13 .07 1.86 .06
Minority Status .42 1.29 .32 .75
EEO * Minority Status .00 .08 .01 .99
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .02 2.27 .02
Women .04 .01 2.75 .01
 
The separate tests of mediation for both men and women support the finding that 
perceived subtle sex discrimination mediated the relationship between EEO and job 
satisfaction, and that there does not appear to be a difference for minority or majority 
group members. Also, the paths were in the hypothesized directions. The results for the 
simple mediation tests for men and women are displayed in Table 94. 
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Table 94. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .17 .08 2.30 .02 .17 .04 3.82 .00
b(MX) -.35 .11 -3.23 .00 -.31 .07 -4.15 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .06 -3.02 .00 -.09 .04 -2.48 .01
b(YX.M) .11 .08 1.44 .15 .14 .05 3.14 .00
 
Next, a model was tested where the dependent variable was organizational commitment. 
Again, support for overall mediation was found as the path from EEO to subtle sex 
discrimination (B = -.32, t = -2.80, p < .05) and the path from the mediator to 
organization commitment (B = -.24, t = -2.91, p < .01) was significant. Perceived EEO 
was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. However, no significant interaction was found between EEO 
and minority status. When examining the indirect effects, women exhibited a significant 
indirect effect of EEO on organizational commitment through perceived discrimination 
(Indirect effect = .07, z = 2.37, p < .05), while men did not. However, the men’s’ results 
are approaching significance. Results of the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 
95. 
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Table 95. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.99 1.78 8.99 .00
EEO -.32 .11 -2.80 .01
Minority Status 1.19 2.07 .58 .57
EEO * Minority Status .01 .13 .06 .96
 Organizational  
Constant 25.15 3.20 7.85 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.24 .08 -2.91 .00
EEO .45 .19 2.38 .02
Minority Status -1.09 3.39 -.32 .75
EEO * Minority Status .23 .22 1.06 .29
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .08 .04 1.96 .05
Women .07 .03 2.37 .02
 
 The results of the separate mediation tests demonstrate that the model is supported 
for women, but all paths are not significant for men. However, all paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. Results for the simple mediation tests are shown in Table 96. 
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Table 96. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .53 .18 2.92 .00 .76 .12 6.26 .00
b(MX) -.32 .10 -3.19 .00 -.31 .08 -4.14 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .16 -1.44 .15 -.24 .10 -2.52 .01
b(YX.M) .45 .19 2.42 .02 .68 .12 5.52 .00
 
 
 
Next, a model predicting intention to turnover was examined. Support for overall 
mediation is again found as the paths from EEO to perceived discrimination (B = -.35, t = 
-2.99, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination to intention to turnover (B = .06, t = 
4.36p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived 
discrimination, which in turn was related to less intention to turnover. However, the 
interaction between minority status and the independent variables was not significant, 
indicating that relationships may not be different for men and women. The indirect 
effects were significant for both men and women participants. Results of the moderated 
mediation are shown in Table 97. 
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Table 97. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 16.59 1.80 9.23 .00
EEO -.35 .12 -2.99 .00
Minority Status .57 2.09 .27 .78
EEO * Minority Status .03 .14 .24 .81
 Turnover  
Constant 2.68 .57 4.70 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .06 .01 4.36 .00
EEO -.05 .03 -1.40 .16
Minority Status .10 .60 .17 .87
EEO * Minority Status -.01 .04 -.33 .74
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.02 .01 -2.42 .02
Women -.02 .01 -3.02 .00
 
The separate mediation analyses demonstrated that subtle sex discrimination 
mediates the relationship between EEO and intention to turnover for both men and 
women. All paths are in the hypothesized directions. Table 98 displays the results for the 
simple mediation tests. 
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Table 98. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.07 .03 -2.09 .04 -.08 .02 -3.68 .00
b(MX) -.35 .11 -3.21 .00 -.31 .07 -4.20 .00
b(YM.X) .09 .03 3.53 .00 .05 .02 3.01 .00
b(YX.M) -.04 .03 -1.12 .26 -.06 .02 -2.89 .00
 
Next, the mediating role of perceived discrimination in the relationship between 
EEO and physical health was examined. The model was supported as the paths from EEO 
to the mediator (B = -.35, t = -2.95, p < .01) and from perceived discrimination physical 
health (B = -.29, t = -4.54, p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less 
perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to better physical health. However, 
there was no significant interaction between minority status and EEO. Additionally, 
indirect effects for both men and women were significant and similar in size. The results 
of the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 99. 
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Table 99. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 16.74 1.89 8.88 .00
EEO -.35 .12 -2.95 .00
Minority Status .12 2.18 .06 .95
EEO * Minority Status .05 .14 .36 .72
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.63 2.57 27.14 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.29 .06 -4.54 .00
EEO .04 .15 .24 .81
Minority Status -3.32 2.68 -1.24 .22
EEO * Minority Status .16 .17 .93 .35
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .10 .04 2.43 .01
Women .09 .03 2.99 .00
 
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 100. Here, 
perceived discrimination does not appear to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
physical health for men, although one of the paths is marginally significant. However, for 
the minority group (i.e. women), there is a relationship. Additionally, all paths are in the 
hypothesized directions. 
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Table 100. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .14 .14 .97 .34 .29 .10 2.98 .00
b(MX) -.35 .11 -3.11 .00 -.30 .08 -3.98 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .12 -1.90 .06 -.32 .08 -4.14 .00
b(YX.M) .06 .15 .40 .69 .19 .10 1.97 .05
 
 
 Finally, psychological health was investigated as a dependent variable in a model 
where perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between EEO and the 
psychological health. There was support for an overall mediating effect as the paths 
between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.31, t = -2.69, p < .05) and from the 
mediator to psychological health (B = -.25, t = -3.22, p < .01) were jointly significant. 
Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn was related to 
better psychological health. However, the interaction between EEO and minority status 
was not significant, indicating that minority status does not moderate the relationship 
between EEO and perceived discrimination. Further, the indirect effects for both men and 
women respondents were both significant, but similar in size and direction. Results are 
shown in Table 101. 
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Table 101. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.84 1.81 8.76 .00
EEO -.31 .12 -2.69 .01
Minority Status 1.23 2.11 .58 .56
EEO * Minority Status .01 .14 .06 .95
 Psychological Health  
Constant 52.31 2.95 17.74 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.25 .08 -3.22 .00
EEO .09 .17 .51 .61
Minority Status -5.68 3.14 -1.80 .07
EEO * Minority Status .36 .20 1.76 .08
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .08 .04 2.01 .04
Women .07 .03 2.47 .01
 
Similar to the tests of mediation for physical health, there is no support for the 
mediation model for men, but the model is fully supported for women. Results are shown 
in Table 102.  
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Table 102. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .16 .18 .93 .36 .52 .11 4.68 .00
b(MX) -.31 .10 -3.15 .00 -.30 .08 -3.80 .00
b(YM.X) .17 .17 -.97 .33 -.27 .09 -3.17 .00
b(YX.M) .11 .18 .62 .54 .44 .11 3.89 .00
 
 
 Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based 
discrimination mediates the relationship between EEO and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator. 
 First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.73, t = -4.41, p < 
.01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.08, t = -4.25, p < .01) were 
significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination, which in turn 
was related to greater job satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
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moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects for men and women 
were both significant but similar in size and direction. Results of the moderated 
mediation are shown in Table 103. 
Table 103. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 24.17 2.55 9.46 .00
EEO -.73 .17 -4.41 .00
Minority Status -4.53 3.00 -1.51 .13
EEO * Minority Status .33 .20 1.65 .10
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 10.05 1.13 8.86 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.08 .02 -4.25 .00
EEO .12 .07 1.78 .08
Minority Status .46 1.21 .38 .71
EEO * Minority Status .00 .08 .01 .99
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .06 .02 3.02 .00
Women .03 .01 2.78 .01
  
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 104. Perceived 
discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and job satisfaction 
for both men and women. All paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 104. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .18 .07 2.54 .01 .16 .04 3.67 .00
b(MX) -.73 .16 -4.69 .00 -.40 .11 -3.67 .00
b(YM.X) -.16 .04 -4.21 .00 -.06 .02 -2.39 .02
b(YX.M) .07 .07 .88 .38 .13 .04 3.10 .00
 
 
 
 Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.71, t 
= -4.29, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational commitment (B = -.20, t = 
-3.66, p < .01) were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater organizational commitment. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. Further, 
the indirect effects for men and women were both significant but similar in size and 
direction. Results for the moderated mediation are displayed in Table 105. 
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Table 105. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 23.64 2.55 9.27 .00
EEO -.71 .16 -4.29 .00
Minority Status -3.90 2.99 -1.30 .19
EEO * Minority Status .30 .20 1.51 .13
 Organizational  
Constant 25.40 3.02 8.40 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.20 .05 -3.66 .00
EEO .43 .18 2.35 .02
Minority Status -.93 3.23 -.29 .77
EEO * Minority Status .22 .21 1.03 .30
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .14 .05 2.74 .01
Women .08 .03 2.60 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 106. Perceived 
discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and organizational 
commitment for both men and women. Also, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 106. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .57 .18 3.23 .00 .73 .12 6.14 .00
b(MX) -.71 .15 -4.64 .00 -.41 .11 -3.72 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .10 -2.29 .02 -.18 .06 -2.89 .00
b(YX.M) .40 .19 2.16 .03 .65 .12 5.45 .00
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and intention to turnover. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.73, t = -4.43, p 
< .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .05, t = 5.22, p < .01) 
were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in 
turn was related to less intention to turnover. No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects for men and women were both 
significant but similar in size and direction. Results for the moderated mediation are 
similar for both men and women. Table 107 displays results of the moderated mediation. 
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Table 107. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 24.17 2.54 9.51 .00
EEO -.73 .16 -4.43 .00
Minority Status -4.42 2.98 -1.48 .14
EEO * Minority Status .32 .20 1.62 .10
 Turnover  
Constant 2.71 .53 5.11 .00
Overt sex discrimination .05 .01 5.22 .00
EEO -.04 .03 -1.39 .16
Minority Status .08 .57 .14 .89
EEO * Minority Status -.01 .04 -.31 .76
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.04 .01 -3.34 .00
Women -.02 .01 -3.07 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 108. Perceived 
discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and intention to 
turnover for both men and women. Moreover, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 108. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.08 .03 -2.55 .01 -.08 .02 -3.63 .00
b(MX) -.73 .16 -4.69 .00 -.41 .11 -3.78 .00
b(YM.X) .06 .02 3.69 .00 .04 .01 3.87 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 .03 -1.05 .30 -.06 .02 -2.77 .01
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and physical health. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.67, t = -3.74, p < 
.01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.22, t = -5.19, p < .01) were 
significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was 
related to better physical health. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status was not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects for men and women were both 
significant but similar in size and direction. Results for the moderated mediation are 
displayed in Table 109. 
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Table 109. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 23.18 2.82 8.22 .00
EEO -.67 .18 -3.74 .00
Minority Status -4.01 3.24 -1.23 .22
EEO * Minority Status .29 .21 1.36 .17
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.09 2.53 27.30 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.22 .04 -5.19 .00
EEO .03 .15 .18 .86
Minority Status -3.25 2.68 -1.21 .23
EEO * Minority Status .16 .17 .92 .36
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .15 .05 3.00 .00
Women .09 .03 2.86 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 110. 
Perceived discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
physical health for both men and women. 
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Table 110. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .18 .15 1.19 .23 .27 .10 2.87 .00
b(MX) -.67 .16 -4.08 .00 -.38 .11 -3.37 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .08 -3.50 .00 -.20 .05 -3.98 .00
b(YX.M) -.01 .15 -.08 .93 .19 .09 2.06 .04
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and psychological health. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.73, t = -4.33, p 
< .01) and between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.21, t = -4.24, p < .01) 
were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in 
turn was related to better psychological health. No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status 
was not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects for men and 
women were both significant but similar in size and direction. Results for the moderated 
mediation are displayed in Table 111. 
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Table 111. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 23.99 2.62 9.17 .00
EEO -.73 .17 -4.33 .00
Minority Status -4.67 3.09 -1.51 .13
EEO * Minority Status .35 .20 1.74 .08
 Psychological Health  
Constant 53.42 2.79 19.13 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.21 .05 -4.24 .00
EEO .02 .17 .09 .93
Minority Status -6.36 2.99 -2.12 .03
EEO * Minority Status .39 .20 1.97 .05
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .15 .05 2.99 .00
Women .08 .03 2.58 .01
 
Results for the simple tests of mediation are found in Table 112. Perceived 
discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and physical health 
for women, but not men. However, the path from EEO to the mediator was marginally 
significant. Also, all paths were in the predicted directions. Given the fewer number of 
men than women, the lack of mediation for men may be due to a lack of power. 
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Table 112. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .17 .17 1.01 .31 .48 .11 4.36 .00
b(MX) -.73 .15 -4.76 .00 -.38 .12 -3.22 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .10 -1.93 .06 -.22 .06 -3.79 .00
b(YX.M) .03 .18 .17 .86 .40 .11 3.64 .00
 
 
 
 Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle race-
based discrimination mediates the relationship between EEO and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.21, t = -2.53, p < 
.05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.12, t = -4.08, p < .01) were 
significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was 
related to greater job satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
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moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects for men and women 
were both significant, and similar in size and direction. Results for the moderated 
mediation can be found in Table 113.  
Table 113. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.50 1.23 10.96 .00
EEO -.21 .08 -2.53 .01
Minority Status 5.09 1.90 2.67 .01
EEO * Minority Status -.18 .13 -1.43 .15
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 10.12 .82 12.36 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.12 .03 -4.08 .00
EEO .14 .05 2.81 .01
Minority Status .63 1.12 .56 .58
EEO * Minority Status -.01 .07 -.18 .86
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .03 .01 2.11 .03
Non-whites .05 .02 2.84 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 114. Subtle 
race-based discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and job 
satisfaction for both white and non-white respondents. Also, all paths were in the 
predicted directions. 
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Table 114. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .16 .05 3.27 .00 .17 .06 2.98 .00
b(MX) -.21 .07 -3.16 .00 -.39 .12 -3.41 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .05 -2.71 .01 -.11 .04 -3.08 .00
b(YX.M) .13 .05 2.68 .01 .13 .06 2.20 .03
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.21, t 
= -2.56, p < .05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.23, t = -2.93, p < 
.01) were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which 
in turn was related to greater organizational commitment. No significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. While the indirect effect is significant for 
non-white individuals, the indirect effect is approaching significance for white 
participants. Results for the moderated mediation can be found in Table 115. 
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Table 115. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.37 1.21 11.07 .00
EEO -.21 .08 -2.56 .01
Minority Status 5.01 1.88 2.66 .01
EEO * Minority Status -.17 .13 -1.34 .18
 Organizational  
Constant 24.22 2.17 11.18 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.23 .08 -2.93 .00
EEO .53 .13 4.12 .00
Minority Status -.56 2.98 -.19 .85
EEO * Minority Status .20 .20 .99 .32
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .05 .03 1.87 .06
Non-whites .09 .04 2.31 .02
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 116. Subtle 
race-based discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
organizational commitment for non-white participants, but the model was not fully 
supported for white participants. However, all paths were in the predicted directions. 
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Table 116. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .58 .13 4.34 .00 .81 .15 5.62 .00
b(MX) -.21 .06 -3.28 .00 -.38 .12 -3.26 .00
b(YM.X) -.24 .14 -1.66 .10 -.23 .09 -2.50 .01
b(YX.M) .53 .14 3.89 .00 .73 .15 4.95 .00
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and intention to turnover. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.21, t = -2.51, p 
< .05) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .08, t = 5.88, p < .01) 
were significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in 
turn as related to less intention to turnover. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both 
white and non-white participants, and the indirect effects are similar in size. The results 
of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 117. 
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Table 117. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.52 1.23 11.02 .00
EEO -.21 .08 -2.51 .01
Minority Status 4.91 1.90 2.58 .01
EEO * Minority Status -.17 .13 -1.36 .17
 Turnover  
Constant 3.03 .37 8.09 .00
Subtle race discrimination .08 .01 5.88 .00
EEO -.07 .02 -3.28 .00
Minority Status -.95 .51 -1.86 .06
EEO * Minority Status .04 .03 1.16 .25
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .01 -2.28 .02
Non-whites -.03 .01 -3.24 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 118. Subtle 
race-based discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
intention to turnover for both white and non-white participants. Moreover, all paths were 
in predicted directions. 
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Table 118. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.09 .02 -3.91 .00 -.06 .03 -2.36 .02
b(MX) -.21 .07 -3.09 .00 -.38 .11 -3.33 .00
b(YM.X) .10 .02 4.35 .00 .07 .02 4.08 .00
b(YX.M) -.07 .02 -3.10 .00 -.04 .03 -1.42 .16
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and physical health. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.19, t = -2.33, p < 
.05) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.31, t = -4.72, p < .01) were 
jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which was 
in turn related to better physical health. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effects are significant for both white 
and non-white participants, and the indirect effects are similar in size. Results of the 
moderated mediation are shown in Table 119. 
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Table 119. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.13 1.21 10.84 .00
EEO -.19 .08 -2.33 .02
Minority Status 4.76 1.93 2.45 .01
EEO * Minority Status -.16 .13 -1.25 .21
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.53 1.72 39.29 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.31 .06 -4.72 .00
EEO .12 .10 1.16 .25
Minority Status -2.42 2.40 -1.01 .31
EEO * Minority Status .17 .16 1.04 .30
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .03 2.06 .04
Non-whites .11 .04 2.79 .01
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 120. Subtle 
race-based discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
physical health for non-white and white participants. Paths are in the hypothesized 
directions. 
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Table 120. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .18 .10 1.79 .07 .39 .13 2.93 .00
b(MX) -.19 .07 -2.80 .01 -.35 .12 -2.99 .00
b(YM.X) -.27 .10 -2.72 .01 -.33 .09 -3.77 .00
b(YX.M) .12 .10 1.26 .21 .28 .13 2.09 .04
 
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and psychological health. There was not support found 
for overall mediation. Although the path from EEO to the mediator was significant (B = -
.22, t = -2.49, p < .05), the path between the mediator and psychological health only 
approached significance (B = -.14, t = -1.96, p = .05). No significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. Neither the indirect effects for white nor 
non-white participants were significant. Results of the moderated mediation are displayed 
in Table 121. 
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Table 121. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Subtle Discrimination, 
DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.65 1.28 10.65 .00
EEO -.22 .09 -2.49 .01
Minority Status 4.85 2.00 2.43 .02
EEO * Minority Status -.17 .13 -1.24 .22
 Psychological Health  
Constant 43.74 2.02 21.60 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.14 .07 -1.96 .05
EEO .56 .12 4.61 .00
Minority Status 6.72 2.78 2.41 .02
EEO * Minority Status -.47 .19 -2.54 .01
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .03 .02 1.47 .14
Non-whites .05 .03 1.69 .09
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 122. There was 
not support for a mediating effect in either white or non-white individuals, although the 
non-white individuals exhibited one significant path and one path approaching 
significance. However, all paths were in the predicted directions. 
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Table 122. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .59 .12 4.84 .00 .14 .14 .99 .32
b(MX) -.22 .07 -3.05 .00 -.38 .12 -3.13 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .12 -.81 .42 -.17 .09 -1.88 .06
b(YX.M) .57 .12 4.57 .00 .08 .14 .53 .60
 
 
 Overt Race-based Discrimination. Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
(EEO) in the workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where overt race-
based discrimination mediates the relationship between EEO and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.33, t = -2.98, p < 
.01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.09, t = -4.34, p < .01) were 
jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in 
turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
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moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both white and 
non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are 
shown in Table 123. 
Table 123. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.52 1.68 9.85 .00
EEO -.33 .11 -2.98 .00
Minority Status 6.29 2.63 2.39 .02
EEO * Minority Status -.24 .18 -1.35 .18
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 10.02 .80 12.59 .00
Overt race discrimination -.09 .02 -4.34 .00
EEO .13 .05 2.74 .01
Minority Status .61 1.13 .54 .59
EEO * Minority Status -.02 .08 -.26 .80
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .03 .01 2.42 .02
Non-whites .05 .02 2.99 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 124. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. All 
paths were in the predicted directions. 
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Table 124. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .16 .05 3.31 .00 .17 .06 2.86 .00
b(MX) -.34 .10 -3.29 .00 -.57 .15 -3.84 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .03 -4.17 .00 -.06 .03 -2.08 .04
b(YX.M) .12 .05 2.46 .01 .13 .06 2.19 .03
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.34, t 
= -3.03, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational commitment (B = -.20, t = 
-3.50, p < .01) were jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater organizational commitment. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects were significant for both white and non-white participants, and were 
similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 125. 
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Table 125. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.45 1.66 9.93 .00
EEO -.34 .11 -3.03 .00
Minority Status 6.05 2.62 2.31 .02
EEO * Minority Status -.21 .18 -1.21 .23
 Organizational  
Constant 24.93 2.08 11.97 .00
Overt race discrimination -.20 .06 -3.50 .00
EEO .49 .13 3.82 .00
Minority Status -1.42 2.97 -.48 .63
EEO * Minority Status .23 .20 1.17 .24
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .07 .03 2.24 .03
Non-whites .11 .04 2.61 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 126. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Also, 
all paths were in the expected directions. 
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Table 126. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .56 .13 4.18 .00 .83 .15 5.63 .00
b(MX) -.34 .10 -3.38 .00 -.55 .15 -3.64 .00
b(YM.X) -.26 .09 -2.94 .00 -.15 .07 -2.06 .04
b(YX.M) .47 .13 3.49 .00 .74 .15 4.94 .00
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and intention to turnover. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.34, t = -3.00, p 
< .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .05, t = 5.61, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination 
which in turn was related to less intention to turnover.  No significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both 
white and non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results for the moderated 
mediation are displayed in Table 127. 
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Table 127. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.68 1.68 9.91 .00
EEO -.34 .11 -3.00 .00
Minority Status 5.95 2.65 2.24 .03
EEO * Minority Status -.22 .18 -1.23 .22
 Turnover  
Constant 3.11 .36 8.59 .00
Overt race discrimination .05 .01 5.61 .00
EEO -.07 .02 -3.04 .00
Minority Status -.77 .52 -1.49 .14
EEO * Minority Status .03 .03 .97 .33
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .01 -2.62 .01
Non-whites -.03 .01 -3.27 .00
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 128. Perceived 
overt race-based discrimination was found to mediate the relationship between EEO and 
organizational commitment for both white and non-white individuals. Moreover, all paths 
were in hypothesized directions. 
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Table 128. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.09 .02 -3.78 .00 -.06 .03 -2.34 .02
b(MX) -.34 .10 -3.26 .00 -.56 .15 -3.75 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .01 5.37 .00 .04 .01 2.70 .01
b(YX.M) -.06 .02 -2.78 .01 -.04 .03 -1.56 .12
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between EEO and physical health. Support for overall mediation was 
found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.33, t = -2.82, p < 
.05) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.28, t = -6.35, p < .01) were 
jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination which in 
turn was related to better physical health. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both white and 
non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 129. 
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Table 129. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.28 1.72 9.47 .00
EEO -.33 .11 -2.82 .01
Minority Status 5.79 2.79 2.08 .04
EEO * Minority Status -.20 .19 -1.08 .28
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.62 1.62 41.72 .00
Overt race discrimination -.28 .04 -6.35 .00
EEO .12 .10 1.25 .21
Minority Status -1.51 2.37 -.64 .53
EEO * Minority Status .10 .16 .66 .51
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .09 .04 2.56 .01
Non-whites .15 .05 3.12 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 130. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. All 
paths were in the predicted directions. 
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Table 130. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .21 .10 2.21 .03 .37 .14 2.72 .01
b(MX) -.33 .11 -3.07 .00 -.53 .16 -3.30 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .06 -4.65 .00 -.28 .07 -4.29 .00
b(YX.M) .12 .09 1.30 .20 .22 .14 1.66 .10
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between EEO and psychological health. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between EEO and perceived discrimination (B = -.36, t = -3.06, p 
< .01) and between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.17, t = -3.24, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. Perceived EEO was related to less perceived discrimination 
which in turn was related to better psychological health. No significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (EEO) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are 
significant for both white and non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results are 
shown in Table 131. 
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Table 131. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV 
= Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 17.07 1.76 9.71 .00
EEO -.36 .12 -3.06 .00
Minority Status 5.84 2.78 2.10 .04
EEO * Minority Status -.21 .18 -1.12 .26
 Psychological Health  
Constant 44.91 1.95 22.99 .00
Overt race discrimination -.17 .05 -3.24 .00
EEO .52 .12 4.36 .00
Minority Status 6.09 2.78 2.19 .03
EEO * Minority Status -.43 .18 -2.32 .02
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .03 2.17 .03
Non-whites .09 .04 2.46 .01
 
A significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants; however, 
there was not support for the mediating effect in white participants. All paths were in 
hypothesized directions. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 132. 
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Table 132. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = EEO, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .58 .12 4.84 .00 .18 .14 1.27 .21
b(MX) -.36 .11 -3.31 .00 -.57 .16 -3.65 .00
b(YM.X) -.12 .07 -1.67 .10 -.21 .07 -2.93 .00
b(YX.M) .53 .12 4.38 .00 .06 .15 .43 .67
 
 
Results for Minority Segmentation 
 Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived minority segmentation in the 
workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based 
discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and five 
dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, 
physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a 
moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .29, t = 3.10, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.11, t = -3.63, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less job satisfaction. No 
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significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in 
size. The results of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 133. 
Table 133. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 8.03 1.16 6.94 .00
 MINORITY SEG .29 .09 3.10 .00
Minority Status .84 1.42 .60 .55
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status .04 .11 .34 .73
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 12.35 .76 16.25 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.11 .03 -3.63 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.02 .06 -.37 .71
Minority Status 1.34 .88 1.52 .14
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.09 .07 -1.28 .20
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.03 .01 -2.31 .02
Women -.04 .01 -2.93 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Thus, subtle 
sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and 
job satisfaction. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
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members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 134. 
Table 134. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.05 .06 -.87 .39 -.15 .04 -3.78 .00
b(MX) .29 .09 3.30 .00 .32 .06 5.00 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .06 -3.21 .00 -.08 .04 -2.26 .02
b(YX.M) .00 .06 .04 .97 -.12 .04 -2.99 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and 
perceived discrimination (B = .26, t = 2.79, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.29, t = -3.41, p < .01) were jointly significant. 
Minority segmentation was related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was 
related to less organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are 
significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 
135. 
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Table 135. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 8.20 1.15 7.16 .00
 MINORITY SEG .26 .09 2.79 .01
Minority Status .58 1.40 .41 .68
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .08 .11 .70 .49
 Organizational  
Constant 32.65 2.05 15.89 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.29 .08 -3.41 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.01 .16 -.05 .96
Minority Status 6.73 2.36 2.85 .00
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.41 .19 -2.18 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.07 .04 -2.11 .04
Women -.10 .03 -2.84 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 136. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
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Table 136. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.08 .15 -.54 .59 -.51 .11 -4.71 .00
b(MX) .26 .08 3.10 .00 .33 .06 5.14 .00
b(YM.X) -.33 .16 -2.06 .04 -.27 .10 -2.74 .01
b(YX.M) .00 .15 .02 .98 -.42 .11 -3.75 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .29, t = 3.08, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .06, t = 4.14, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
associated with greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
turnover intention. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority 
segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effects were significant for both men 
and women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 137. 
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Table 137. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 8.07 1.16 6.95 .00
 MINORITY SEG .29 .09 3.08 .00
Minority Status .82 1.42 .57 .57
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status .04 .11 .36 .72
 Turnover  
Constant 2.07 .35 5.83 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .06 .01 4.14 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.01 .03 -.26 .78
Minority Status -.80 .41 -1.96 .05
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status .07 .03 2.06 .04
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 2.43 .02
Women .02 .01 3.18 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 138. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
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Table 138. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .01 .03 .37 .71 .08 .02 4.20 .00
b(MX) .29 .09 3.27 .00 .33 .07 4.99 .00
b(YM.X) .10 .03 3.72 .00 .05 .02 2.63 .01
b(YX.M) -.02 .03 -.66 .51 .06 .02 3.31 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .26, t = 2.82, p < .05) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.33, t = -5.06, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer physical health. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 139. 
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Table 139. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 8.29 1.17 7.09 .00
 MINORITY SEG .26 .09 2.82 .01
Minority Status .58 1.44 .40 .69
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .05 .11 .45 .65
 Physical Health  
Constant 70.65 1.55 45.44 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.33 .07 -5.06 .00
 MINORITY SEG .00 .12 .03 .97
Minority Status -.09 1.79 -.05 .96
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.09 .14 -.63 .53
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.09 .04 -2.43 .02
Women -.10 .03 -3.42 .00
 
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women, and the results for men 
approached significance. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas 
majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups 
demonstrated a positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown 
in Table 140. 
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Table 140. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.08 .11 -.74 .46 -.19 .09 -2.17 .03
b(MX) .26 .09 2.91 .00 .31 .07 2.69 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .12 -1.95 .05 -.38 .08 -4.73 .00
b(YX.M) -.02 .12 -.21 .84 -.07 .09 -.82 .41
 
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .26, t = 2.77, p < .05) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.26, t = -3.43, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and 
women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 141. 
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Table 141. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 8.18 1.15 7.12 .00
 MINORITY SEG .26 .09 2.77 .01
Minority Status .95 1.42 .67 .50
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status .06 .11 .49 .63
 Psychological Health  
Constant 56.18 1.83 30.76 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.26 .08 -3.43 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.19 .14 -1.34 .18
Minority Status -.65 2.13 -.31 .76
 MINORITY SEG * Minority Status -.01 .17 -.07 .95
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.07 .03 -2.10 .04
Women -.08 .03 -2.74 .01
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women, but the model was not fully 
supported for men. Thus, subtle sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship 
between minority segmentation and psychological health for women, but not for men. 
Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be 
different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction 
for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that 
minority group members would perceive a positive relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group members would 
perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a positive 
relationship. Results of the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 142. 
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Table 142. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.25 .14 -1.84 .07 -.28 .10 -2.82 .01
b(MX) .26 .08 3.20 .00 .31 .07 4.49 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .16 -.61 .54 -.32 .09 -3.62 .00
b(YX.M) -.23 .14 -1.59 .11 -.18 .10 -1.80 .07
 
 
 Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Perceived minority segmentation in the 
workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based 
discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and five 
dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, 
physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a 
moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .54, t = 4.02, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.09, t = -4.48, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which was related to less job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the 
 
 
241 
 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects were significant for both men and women, and were similar in 
size. Results are shown in Table 143. 
Table 143. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 6.94 1.69 4.10 .00
 MINORITY SEG .54 .13 4.02 .00
Minority Status 1.89 2.09 .91 .36
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.12 .16 -.75 .45
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 12.11 .70 17.32 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.09 .02 -4.48 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.01 .06 -.20 .84
Minority Status 1.15 .84 1.36 .18
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.07 .07 -1.02 .31
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.05 .02 -2.95 .00
Women -.04 .01 -3.10 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 144. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Thus, overt sex-based 
discrimination mediated the relationship between minority segmentation and job 
satisfaction. Additionally, paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
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Table 144. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.06 .06 -1.00 .32 -.12 .04 -3.08 .00
b(MX) .54 .13 4.17 .00 .42 .10 4.33 .00
b(YM.X) -.17 .04 -4.63 .00 -.05 .02 -2.34 .02
b(YX.M) .03 .06 .58 .56 -.09 .04 -2.42 .02
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and 
perceived discrimination (B = .52, t = 3.80, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.24, t = -4.40, p < .01) were jointly significant. 
Minority segmentation was related to greater perceived discrimination which was in turn 
related to less organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were significant for 
both men and women, and were similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are 
shown in Table 145. 
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Table 145. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 7.06 1.70 4.15 .00
 MINORITY SEG .52 .14 3.80 .00
Minority Status 1.69 2.09 .81 .42
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.09 .17 -.54 .59
 Organizational  
Constant 32.05 1.92 16.74 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.24 .05 -4.40 .00
 MINORITY SEG .03 .15 .21 .83
Minority Status 6.54 2.31 2.83 .00
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.40 .18 -2.17 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.12 .04 -2.84 .00
Women -.10 .03 -3.11 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 146. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
 
 
 
 
 
244 
 
Table 146. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.09 .15 -.62 .54 -.47 .11 -4.30 .00
b(MX) .52 .13 4.00 .00 .43 .10 4.40 .00
b(YM.X) -.32 .10 -3.28 .00 -.21 .07 -3.17 .00
b(YX.M) .08 .15 .50 .62 -.38 .11 -3.42 .00
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .54, t = 4.03, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .05, t = 5.35, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater turnover 
intention. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority 
segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and 
women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 147. 
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Table 147. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 6.94 1.69 4.11 .00
 MINORITY SEG .54 .13 4.03 .00
Minority Status 1.81 2.08 .87 .39
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.11 .16 -.69 .49
 Turnover  
Constant 2.25 .33 6.90 .00
Overt sex discrimination .05 .01 5.35 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.02 .03 -.80 .43
Minority Status -.83 .39 -2.11 .04
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .07 .03 2.21 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .01 3.19 .00
Women .02 .01 3.42 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Thus, overt 
sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and 
intention to turnover. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients 
were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are 
in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the tests of simple mediation are shown in Table 148. 
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Table 148. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .01 .03 .25 .80 .07 .02 3.74 .00
b(MX) .54 .13 4.17 .00 .43 .10 4.44 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .02 4.37 .00 .04 .01 3.61 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 .03 -1.25 .21 .05 .02 2.77 .01
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .50, t = 3.62, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.24, t = -5.56, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer physical health. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Additionally, the indirect effects were significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 149. 
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Table 149. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Physical Health, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 7.06 1.75 4.04 .00
 MINORITY SEG .50 .14 3.62 .00
Minority Status 1.76 2.15 .82 .42
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.09 .17 -.54 .59
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.55 1.49 46.70 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.24 .04 -5.56 .00
 MINORITY SEG .02 .12 .20 .84
Minority Status .19 1.80 .11 .92
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.11 .14 -.79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.12 .04 -3.00 .00
Women -.10 .03 -3.28 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 150. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. 
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Table 150. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.10 .12 -.85 .40 -.19 .09 -2.14 .03
b(MX) .50 .13 3.87 .00 .41 .10 4.02 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .08 -3.59 .00 -.23 .05 -4.33 .00
b(YX.M) .04 .12 .38 .71 -.09 .09 -1.08 .28
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .52, t = 3.77, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.21, t = -4.33, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effects are significant for both men 
and women, and were similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in 
Table 151. 
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Table 151. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 7.05 1.71 4.12 .00
 MINORITY SEG .52 .14 3.77 .00
Minority Status 2.23 2.14 1.04 .30
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.13 .17 -.75 .46
 Psychological Health  
Constant 55.42 1.69 32.78 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.21 .05 -4.33 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.13 .14 -.98 .33
Minority Status -.33 2.07 -.16 .87
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.06 .16 -.37 .71
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.11 .04 -2.80 .01
Women -.08 .03 -2.86 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women. However, the model was not 
fully supported for men as the path from minority segmentation to perceived 
discrimination is not significant. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas 
majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups 
demonstrated a positive relationship. Table 152 displays the results for the simple tests of 
mediation. 
 
 
 
250 
 
Table 152. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.24 .13 -1.83 .07 -.28 .10 -2.79 .01
b(MX) .52 .13 4.03 .00 .39 .10 3.80 .00
b(YM.X) -.15 .09 -1.58 .12 -.24 .06 -4.11 .00
b(YX.M) -.17 .14 -1.20 .23 -.18 .10 -1.85 .07
 
 
 Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Perceived minority segmentation in the 
workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle race-based 
discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and five 
dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, 
physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a 
moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support was not 
found for the overall model. The path between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.12, 
t = -4.31, p < .01) was significant, but the path between minority segmentation and the 
mediator was not (B = .13, t = 1.73, p > .05). No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, 
minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects, however, 
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indicate that there may be a difference between white and non-white participants. The 
indirect effects for non-whites participants were significant (Indirect effect = -.04, z = -
2.83, p < .01), but this was not the case for white participants. Results for the moderated 
mediation are displayed in Table 153. 
Table 153. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 8.98 .94 9.60 .00
 MINORITY SEG .13 .07 1.73 .08
Minority Status .09 1.42 .06 .95
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .18 .11 1.59 .11
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 13.50 .60 22.52 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.12 .03 -4.31 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.12 .04 -2.59 .01
Minority Status -.19 .82 -.23 .82
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .06 .06 .93 .35
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .01 -1.57 .12
Non-whites -.04 .01 -2.83 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that the model is supported 
for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. 
Path coefficients were predicted to be different in direction based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas 
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majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups 
demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 154. 
Table 154. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 White Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.13 .05 -2.91 .00 -.09 .05 -1.98 .05
b(MX) .13 .06 2.15 .03 .31 .10 3.24 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .05 -2.65 .01 -.12 .04 -3.42 .00
b(YX.M) -.11 .05 -2.54 .01 -.06 .05 -1.19 .24
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. 
Similar to the results for job satisfaction, there was not support for overall mediation. The 
path between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination was not significant, 
but the path between the mediator and organizational commitment (B = -.29, t = -3.65, p 
< .01) was significant. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects, however, indicate that there is a 
difference between white and non-white participants. The indirect effect for non-white 
participants is significant (Indirect effect = -.09, z = -2.59, p < .05), but this is not the case 
for white participants. Results are displayed in Table 155. 
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Table 155. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 8.91 .92 9.65 .00
 MINORITY SEG .13 .08 1.77 .08
Minority Status .16 1.41 .11 .91
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .17 .11 1.55 .12
 Organizational  
Constant 35.92 1.63 21.99 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.29 .08 -3.65 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.31 .12 -2.53 .01
Minority Status 3.52 2.25 1.57 .12
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.04 .18 -.24 .81
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.04 .03 -1.55 .12
Non-whites -.09 .03 -2.59 .01
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that there was a significant 
mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in 
the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in direction 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 
156. 
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Table 156. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.34 .13 -2.74 .01 -.44 .12 -3.50 .00
b(MX) .13 .06 2.25 .03 .30 .10 3.17 .00
b(YM.X) -.30 .14 -2.10 .04 -.29 .09 -3.06 .00
b(YX.M) -.30 .13 -2.42 .02 -.35 .13 -2.78 .01
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support was 
not found for overall mediation. The path between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination was not significant, but the path between the mediator and intention to 
turnover was significant (B = .08, t = 5.95, p < .01). No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, 
minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were different 
for white and non-white participants. The indirect effects were significant for non-white 
participants (Indirect effect = .03, z = 3.28, p < .01), but were not significant for white 
participants. Results of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 157. 
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Table 157. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Intention to Turnover, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 8.93 .94 9.54 .00
 MINORITY SEG .14 .08 1.86 .06
Minority Status -.00 1.42 -.00 .99
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .18 .11 1.61 .11
 Turnover  
Constant 1.31 .28 4.74 .00
Subtle race discrimination .08 .01 5.95 .00
 MINORITY SEG .06 .02 2.80 .01
Minority Status .08 .38 .21 .83
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.04 .03 -1.43 .15
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 1.75 .08
Non-whites .03 .01 3.28 .00
 
The separate tests of mediation revealed full support for the mediating effect for 
both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. 
Path coefficients were predicted to be different in direction based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas 
majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups 
demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 158. 
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Table 158. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .07 .02 3.23 .00 .04 .02 1.80 .07
b(MX) .14 .06 2.28 .02 .32 .10 3.37 .00
b(YM.X) .09 .02 4.12 .00 .07 .02 4.34 .00
b(YX.M) .06 .02 2.68 .01 .02 .02 .78 .44
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. The overall model of 
mediation was not supported. The path between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination was not significant, but the path between the mediator and physical health 
was significant (B = -.36, t = -5.42, p < .01). Although the path from minority 
segmentation to perceived discrimination was not significant, the interaction between 
minority segmentation and minority status in predicting the mediator was significant (B = 
.30, t = 2.68, p < .05). Additionally, the indirect effect was significant for non-white 
participants only (Indirect effect = -.14, z = -3.59, p < .01). Results are displayed in Table 
159. 
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Table 159. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 9.24 .90 10.27 .00
 MINORITY SEG .10 .07 1.41 .16
Minority Status -1.51 1.41 -1.07 .29
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .30 .11 2.68 .01
 Physical Health  
Constant 71.62 1.28 55.98 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.36 .07 -5.42 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.16 .09 -1.74 .08
Minority Status -1.96 1.77 -1.11 .27
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .19 .14 1.33 .18
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.04 .03 -1.34 .18
Non-whites -.14 .04 -3.59 .00
 
Results for the separate tests of mediation indicated a mediating effect for non-
white participants but not for white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive 
a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both 
groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Table 160 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation.  
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Table 160. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.20 .09 -2.21 .03 -.12 .12 -1.03 .30
b(MX) .10 .06 1.65 .10 .40 .10 4.20 .00
b(YM.X) -.27 .10 -2.75 .01 -.42 .09 -4.60 .00
b(YX.M) -.17 .09 -1.92 .06 .05 .11 .42 .68
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support was 
not found for overall mediation.  The path between minority segmentation and 
psychological health was not significant, however the path between the mediator and 
psychological health was significant (B = -.16, t = -2.19, p < .05). No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are supportive of the lack of moderation. The indirect effects were not 
significant for either white or non-white participants. Results are shown in Table 161. 
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Table 161. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 8.99 .97 9.30 .00
 MINORITY SEG .14 .08 1.76 .08
Minority Status .50 1.49 .33 .74
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .14 .12 1.21 .23
 Psychological Health  
Constant 54.17 1.48 36.61 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.16 .07 -2.19 .03
 MINORITY SEG -.20 .11 -1.80 .07
Minority Status 1.26 2.06 .61 .54
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.07 .16 -.46 .65
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .02 -1.29 .19
Non-whites -.04 .02 -1.78 .08
 
There was not a significant mediating effect for either white or non-white 
participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 162. 
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Table 162. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.22 .11 -1.93 .06 -.32 .11 -2.82 .01
b(MX) .14 .07 2.16 .03 .28 .10 2.79 .01
b(YM.X) -.18 .12 -1.51 .13 -.14 .09 -1.64 .10
b(YX.M) -.19 .12 -1.69 .09 -.28 .11 -2.42 .02
 
 Overt Race-based Discrimination. Perceived minority segmentation in the 
workplace was investigated as a predictor in a model where overt race-based 
discrimination mediates the relationship between minority segmentation and five 
dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, 
physical health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a 
moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .24, t = 2.28, p < .05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.10, t = -4.59, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
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model. However, the interaction effect approached significance in this case (B = .26, t = 
1.69, p = .09). The indirect effects indicate a difference between groups. While the 
indirect effect for non-whites is significant (Indirect effect = -.05, z = -3.17, p < .01), the 
indirect effect for white participants is approaching significance. Results for the 
moderated mediation are shown in Table 163. 
Table 163. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 8.99 1.27 7.10 .00
 MINORITY SEG .24 .10 2.28 .02
Minority Status -.83 1.95 -.42 .67
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .26 .15 1.69 .09
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 13.29 .57 23.23 .00
Overt race discrimination -.10 .02 -4.59 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.11 .04 -2.50 .01
Minority Status -.54 .83 -.65 .51
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .08 .06 1.20 .23
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .01 -2.00 .05
Non-whites -.05 .02 -3.17 .00
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated support for the mediation 
model for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive 
a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
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whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both 
groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Table 164 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation. 
Table 164. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.32 .12 -2.58 .01 -.08 .05 -1.71 .09
b(MX) .24 .09 2.55 .01 .49 .12 4.10 .00
b(YM.X) -.30 .09 -3.47 .00 -.07 .03 -2.38 .02
b(YX.M) -.25 .12 -2.02 .04 -.05 .05 -.97 .33
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and organizational commitment. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and 
perceived discrimination (B = .24, t = 2.32, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.24, t = -4.11, p < .01) were jointly significant. 
Minority segmentation was related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was 
related to less organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between 
the predictor (minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority 
status is not a moderator in the current model. However, similar to the findings for job 
satisfaction, the interaction effect approached significance (B = .25, t = 1.64, p = .10). 
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The indirect effects indicate a difference between groups. The indirect effect is 
significant for non-white participants (Indirect effect = -.11, z = -2.96, p < .01), but not so 
for white participants. Results are displayed in Table 165. 
Table 165. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 8.89 1.26 7.06 .00
 MINORITY SEG .24 .10 2.32 .02
Minority Status -.70 1.96 -.36 .72
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .25 .15 1.64 .10
 Organizational  
Constant 35.35 1.54 22.97 .00
Overt race discrimination -.24 .06 -4.11 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.27 .12 -2.22 .03
Minority Status 3.11 2.25 1.38 .17
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.05 .17 -.27 .79
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.06 .03 -1.97 .05
Non-whites -.11 .04 -2.96 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support for the 
models for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive 
a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both 
groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 166. 
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Table 166. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.32 .12 -2.58 .01 -.43 .12 -3.43 .00
b(MX) .24 .09 2.55 .01 .49 .12 3.98 .00
b(YM.X) -.30 .09 -3.47 .00 -.18 .08 -2.39 .02
b(YX.M) -.25 .12 -2.02 .04 -.34 .13 -2.65 .01
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .26, t = 2.50, p < .05) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .05, t = 5.58, p < .01). Moreover, all paths were in the predicted direction. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and 
the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects were both significant and similar in size and direction. Results 
are shown in Table 167. 
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Table 167. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 8.80 1.28 6.90 .00
 MINORITY SEG .26 .10 2.50 .01
Minority Status -.84 1.97 -.43 .67
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .25 .15 1.63 .10
 Turnover  
Constant 1.54 .26 5.86 .00
Overt race discrimination .05 .01 5.58 .00
 MINORITY SEG .05 .02 2.56 .01
Minority Status .18 .38 .47 .64
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.04 .03 -1.36 .17
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 2.26 .02
Non-whites .03 .01 3.50 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white 
participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas majority group 
members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups demonstrated a 
positive relationship. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 168. 
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Table 168. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .07 .02 3.16 .00 .04 .02 1.75 .08
b(MX) .26 .10 2.68 .01 .51 .12 4.25 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .01 5.06 .00 .04 .01 2.91 .00
b(YX.M) .05 .02 2.38 .02 .02 .02 .83 .41
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between minority segmentation and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .22, t = 2.08, p < .05) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.31, t = -6.82, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was related 
to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer physical health. 
There was a significant interaction was found between the predictor (minority 
segmentation) and the moderator (B = .39, t = 2.46, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are supportive of the interaction 
effect. The indirect effects are significant for non-white participants, but not so for white 
participants. Results are shown in Table 169. 
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Table 169. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 9.17 1.28 7.15 .00
 MINORITY SEG .22 .11 2.08 .04
Minority Status -2.71 2.05 -1.32 .19
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .39 .16 2.46 .01
 Physical Health  
Constant 70.87 1.18 60.21 .00
Overt race discrimination -.31 .04 -6.82 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.10 .09 -1.11 .27
Minority Status -2.16 1.77 -1.23 .22
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .18 .14 1.33 .18
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.07 .03 -1.97 .05
Non-whites -.19 .05 -4.08 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support of the 
mediation model for both white and non-white participants. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members 
would perceive a positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination, whereas majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. 
However, both groups demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are shown in Table 
170. 
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Table 170. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.17 .09 -1.88 .06 -.11 .12 -.91 .37
b(MX) .22 .10 2.19 .03 .61 .13 4.84 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .06 -4.65 .00 -.34 .07 -4.92 .00
b(YX.M) -.11 .09 -1.24 .22 .10 .12 .88 .38
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between minority segmentation and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between minority segmentation and perceived 
discrimination (B = .27, t = 2.48, p < .05) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.17, t = -3.40, p < .01) were jointly significant. Minority segmentation was 
related to greater perceived discrimination which in turn was related to poorer 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(minority segmentation) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not 
a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were different for white and non-
white participants, however. Non-white participants exhibited a significant indirect effect 
(Indirect effect = -.07, z = -2.49, p < .05), whereas white participants did not. Results for 
the moderated mediation are shown in Table 171. 
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Table 171. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Minority Segmentation, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 8.81 1.32 6.69 .00
 MINORITY SEG .27 .11 2.48 .01
Minority Status .01 2.07 .00 .99
 MINORITY SEG * Minority .18 .16 1.12 .26
 Psychological Health  
Constant 54.60 1.39 39.28 .00
Overt race discrimination -.17 .05 -3.40 .00
 MINORITY SEG -.18 .11 -1.70 .09
Minority Status .93 2.07 .45 .65
 MINORITY SEG * Minority -.06 .16 -.36 .72
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.05 .02 -1.94 .05
Non-whites -.07 .03 -2.49 .01
 
 Both white and non-white participants exhibited support for the mediation model 
in the simple test of mediation. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority group members would perceive a positive 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, whereas 
majority group members would perceive a negative relationship. However, both groups 
demonstrated a positive relationship. Results are displayed in Table 172. 
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Table 172. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Minority 
Segmentation, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.23 .11 -2.06 .04 -.32 .12 -2.79 .01
b(MX) .27 .10 2.66 .01 .45 .13 3.50 .00
b(YM.X) -.17 .08 -2.28 .02 -.18 .07 -2.56 .01
b(YX.M) -.19 .11 -1.64 .10 -.24 .12 -2.07 .04
 
 
Results for Diversity Climate 
 Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Diversity climate in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between diversity climate and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological 
health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the 
predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.26, t = -4.12, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.08, t = -
-2.71, p < .05) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No significant 
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interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
are shown in Table 173. 
Table 173. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 19.78 2.08 9.49 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.26 .06 -4.12 .00
Minority Status .96 2.44 .39 .70
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .07 .16 .87
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 7.42 1.39 5.32 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.08 .03 -2.71 .01
DIVERSITY CLIM .13 .04 3.48 .00
Minority Status .90 1.47 .61 .54
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.02 .04 -.46 .65
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 2.22 .03
Women .02 .01 2.47 .01
 
The mediation model was not fully supported for either men or women. Although 
the path from the perceived discrimination to job satisfaction was significant for both 
men and women, the path from diversity climate to the mediator was only approaching 
significance. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
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diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report 
a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. Results 
for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 174. 
Table 174. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .15 .04 3.99 .00 .13 .02 5.76 .00
b(MX) -.26 .06 -4.43 .00 -.25 .04 -6.17 .00
b(YM.X) -.12 .06 -1.99 .05 -.07 .04 -1.95 .05
b(YX.M) .12 .04 3.01 .00 .12 .02 4.74 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was not found. Although the path between diversity climate and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.25, t = -4.04, p < .01) was significant, the path between 
perceived discrimination and organizational commitment was not. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. 
Additionally, the indirect effects were not significant for either men or women. Results 
are displayed in Table 175. 
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Table 175. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 19.26 2.04 9.42 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.25 .06 -4.04 .00
Minority Status 1.07 2.39 .45 .65
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .07 .17 .86
 Organizational  
Constant 18.68 3.55 5.26 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.14 .08 -1.72 .09
DIVERSITY CLIM .38 .10 3.84 .00
Minority Status -3.26 3.74 -.87 .38
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .15 .11 1.34 .18
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .02 1.54 .12
Women .03 .02 1.64 .10
 
The mediation model was not supported for men or women. Thus, subtle sex-
based discrimination does not mediate the relationship between diversity climate and 
organizational commitment. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative 
relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority 
individuals would report a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative 
for both groups. Results are shown in Table 176. 
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Table 176. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .41 .09 4.36 .00 .56 .06 9.40 .00 
b(MX) -.25 .05 -4.59 .00 -.23 .04 -5.97 .00 
b(YM.X) -.09 .16 -.55 .58 -.15 .09 -1.65 .10 
b(YX.M) .39 .10 3.80 .00 .52 .06 8.30 .00 
 
 
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.26, t = -4.09, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .05, 
t = 3.48, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 177. 
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Table 177. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 19.76 2.09 9.47 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.26 .06 -4.09 .00
Minority Status .69 2.43 .28 .78
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .02 .07 .25 .80
 Turnover  
Constant 3.70 .66 5.60 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .05 .01 3.48 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.05 .02 -2.78 .01
Minority Status -.19 .70 -.27 .79
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .02 .30 .77
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.01 .00 -2.61 .01
Women -.01 .00 -3.01 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 178. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. For example, minority individuals were hypothesized to report a 
positive relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, 
whereas majority participants should report a negative relationship. However, paths are in 
the same direction for both majority and minority group members.  
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Table 178. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.06 .02 -3.72 .00 -.06 .01 -5.01 .00
b(MX) -.26 .06 -4.40 .00 -.24 .04 -6.08 .00
b(YM.X) .06 .03 2.47 .01 .04 .02 2.59 .01
b(YX.M) -.05 .02 -2.61 .01 -.05 .01 -3.85 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.25, t = -3.90, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.26, t = -
3.93, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. 
Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were 
similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 179. 
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Table 179. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 19.45 2.12 9.18 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.25 .06 -3.90 .00
Minority Status .53 2.47 .22 .83
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .02 .07 .24 .81
 Physical Health  
Constant 66.62 2.95 22.57 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.26 .07 -3.93 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .10 .08 1.24 .21
Minority Status -3.27 3.09 -1.06 .29
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .06 .09 .70 .49
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .06 .02 2.73 .01
Women .06 .02 3.24 .00
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 180. Support for 
the mediation model was found for women, but not for men. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals 
would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 180. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .16 .08 2.16 .03 .22 .05 4.47 .00
b(MX) -.25 .06 -4.07 .00 -.23 .04 -5.84 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .12 -1.58 .12 -.29 .08 -3.62 .00
b(YX.M) .12 .08 1.45 .15 .16 .05 3.02 .00
 
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.22, t = -3.58, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.18, t = -2.42, p < .05) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related 
to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better psychological health. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects are significant for women, but were only approaching 
significance for the men. Results are shown in Table 181. 
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Table 181. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 18.49 2.10 8.81 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.22 .06 -3.58 .00
Minority Status 2.16 2.46 .88 .38
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.02 .07 -.26 .80
 Psychological Health  
Constant 49.79 3.39 14.68 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.18 .08 -2.42 .02
DIVERSITY CLIM .10 .09 1.10 .27
Minority Status -6.65 3.61 -1.84 .07
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .19 .11 1.72 .09
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .02 1.95 .05
Women .04 .02 2.23 .03
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women, but the mediation model 
was not supported for men. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path 
coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. 
However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group members. 
Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative 
relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority 
individuals would report a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative 
for both groups. Results for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 182. 
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Table 182. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .14 .10 1.49 .14 .33 .06 5.95 .00
b(MX) -.22 .05 -4.15 .00 -.24 .04 -5.88 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .17 -.41 .68 -.22 .08 -2.60 .01
b(YX.M) .13 .10 1.24 .22 .28 .06 4.73 .00
 
 Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Diversity climate in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between diversity climate and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological 
health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the 
predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.43, t = -4.85, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.06, t = -
3.07, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
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indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
are shown in Table 183. 
Table 183. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 27.04 2.91 9.30 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.43 .09 -4.85 .00
Minority Status -2.53 3.46 -.73 .46
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .10 .10 .93 .35
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 7.29 1.27 5.72 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.06 .02 -3.07 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .13 .04 3.73 .00
Minority Status 1.39 1.38 1.02 .31
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.03 .04 -.82 .41
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .01 2.55 .01
Women .02 .01 2.68 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 184. Support for 
the mediation model was found for men, but the model was not fully supported for 
women. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted 
to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same 
direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report 
a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 184. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .16 .04 4.38 .00 .12 .02 5.37 .00
b(MX) -.43 .08 -5.05 .00 -.33 .06 -5.72 .00
b(YM.X) -.11 .04 -3.03 .00 -.04 .02 -1.69 .09
b(YX.M) .11 .04 2.88 .00 .11 .02 4.54 .00
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.42, t = -4.81, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational 
commitment (B = -.12, t = -2.30, p < .05) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(diversity climate) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effects are significant for both men 
and women, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 185. 
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Table 185. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 26.60 2.89 9.22 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.42 .09 -4.81 .00
Minority Status -2.24 3.42 -.65 .51
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .09 .10 .89 .38
 Organizational  
Constant 18.33 3.30 5.55 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.12 .05 -2.30 .02
DIVERSITY CLIM .39 .09 4.20 .00
Minority Status -2.01 3.56 -.57 .57
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .11 .11 1.04 .30
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .02 2.04 .04
Women .04 .02 2.12 .03
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate that that the mediation 
model was not fully supported for either men or women. In both cases, the path from 
perceived discrimination to organizational commitment was significant, but the path from 
diversity climate to perceived discrimination was not. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals 
would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. Results are shown in Table 186. 
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Table 186. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .44 .09 4.92 .00 .54 .06 9.26 .00
b(MX) -.42 .08 -5.07 .00 -.33 .06 -5.73 .00
b(YM.X) -.12 .10 -1.26 .21 -.12 .06 -1.92 .06
b(YX.M) .39 .10 3.96 .00 .50 .06 8.17 .00
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.43, t = -4.88, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .04, 
t = 4.04, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 187. 
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Table 187. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 27.04 2.89 9.36 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.43 .09 -4.88 .00
Minority Status -2.57 3.41 -.75 .45
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .10 .10 .94 .35
 Turnover  
Constant 3.83 .61 6.33 .00
Overt sex discrimination .04 .01 4.04 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.05 .02 -3.11 .00
Minority Status -.35 .65 -.54 .59
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .02 .58 .57
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.02 .01 -3.08 .00
Women -.01 .00 -3.31 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 188. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. For example, the path between minority segmentation and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority respondents and 
negative for majority respondents. It was found to be negative for both.   
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Table 188. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.07 .02 -4.31 .00 -.05 .01 -4.96 .00
b(MX) -.43 .08 -5.05 .00 -.33 .06 -5.85 .00
b(YM.X) .04 .02 2.55 .01 .04 .01 3.17 .00
b(YX.M) -.05 .02 -2.97 .00 -.04 .01 -3.70 .00
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.36, t = -3.81, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.20, t = -
4.46, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results 
are shown in Table 189. 
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Table 189. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 24.75 3.18 7.80 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.36 .09 -3.81 .00
Minority Status -1.03 3.70 -.28 .78
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .05 .11 .47 .64
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.45 2.88 22.71 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.20 .04 -4.46 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .12 .08 1.43 .15
Minority Status -2.42 3.10 -.78 .44
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .04 .09 .43 .67
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .07 .03 2.86 .00
Women .06 .02 3.40 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Paths are not 
all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in 
directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. Results for the mediation model 
are shown in Table 190. 
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Table 190. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .19 .08 2.39 .02 .22 .05 4.35 .00
b(MX) -.36 .09 -4.02 .00 -.31 .06 -5.27 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .08 -3.47 .00 -.17 .05 -3.14 .00
b(YX.M) .09 .08 1.10 .27 .17 .05 3.19 .00
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.41, t = -4.55, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.17, t = -3.35, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related 
to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better psychological health. 
No significant interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 191. 
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Table 191. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 26.23 2.98 8.81 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.41 .09 -4.55 .00
Minority Status -1.80 3.53 -.51 .61
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .08 .11 .75 .45
 Psychological Health  
Constant 51.00 3.16 16.13 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.17 .05 -3.35 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .07 .09 .80 .42
Minority Status -6.61 3.42 -1.93 .05
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .18 .10 1.72 .09
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .07 .03 2.65 .01
Women .05 .02 2.84 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 192. A 
significant mediating effect was found for women, but the model was not fully supported 
for men. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted 
to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same 
direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report 
a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 192. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .14 .09 1.55 .12 .30 .06 5.39 .00
b(MX) -.41 .08 -4.87 .00 -.33 .06 -5.43 .00
b(YM.X) -.15 .10 -1.49 .14 -.18 .06 -3.03 .00
b(YX.M) .08 .10 .81 .42 .25 .06 4.20 .00
 
 
 Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Diversity climate in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle race-based discrimination mediates 
the relationship between diversity climate and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological 
health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the 
predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.15, t = -3.39, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.08, t = -
2.58, p < .05) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and the minority 
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status (B = -.21, t = -3.26, p < .00). Thus, minority status does serve as a moderator in the 
current model. The indirect effects were different between groups. The indirect effect is 
significant for non-white participants and non-significant for white participants, although 
the indirect effect in this case approached significance. Results for the moderated 
mediation are shown in Table 193. 
Table 193. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 15.28 1.47 10.40 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.15 .04 -3.39 .00
Minority Status 9.85 2.19 4.50 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.21 .07 -3.26 .00
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 8.10 .97 8.33 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.08 .03 -2.58 .01
DIVERSITY CLIM .11 .03 4.23 .00
Minority Status -.22 1.32 -.16 .87
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .04 .32 .75
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 2.00 .05
Non-whites .03 .01 2.42 .02
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 194. A 
significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants, but the mediation 
model was not supported for white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized 
directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions based on minority 
status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and minority group 
members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals would report a 
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negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas 
majority individuals would report a positive relationship. However, the relationship was 
negative for both groups. 
Table 194. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .12 .03 4.60 .00 .15 .03 5.54 .00
b(MX) -.15 .04 -4.14 .00 -.37 .06 -6.42 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .05 -1.49 .14 -.08 .04 -2.15 .03
b(YX.M) .11 .03 4.04 .00 .12 .03 4.11 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was not found as the path between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.15, t = -3.48, p < .01) was significant but the path between the 
mediator and organizational commitment was not. A significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (diversity climate) and minority status (B = -.20, t = -3.05, p < .01). 
Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects, however, 
were non-significant and similar in size. Results are shown in Table 195. 
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Table 195. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 15.16 1.43 10.63 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.15 .04 -3.48 .00
Minority Status 9.27 2.14 4.33 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.20 .06 -3.05 .00
 Organizational  
Constant 15.56 2.48 6.28 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.08 .08 -1.10 .27
DIVERSITY CLIM .47 .07 6.87 .00
Minority Status -1.37 3.35 -.41 .68
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .09 .10 .89 .37
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 1.01 .31
Non-whites .03 .03 1.08 .28
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 196. Findings 
from both white and non-white participants failed to support the mediation model. Paths 
are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different 
in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 196. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .48 .07 6.76 .00 .58 .07 8.76 .00
b(MX) -.15 .03 -4.39 .00 -.35 .06 -6.08 .00
b(YM.X) -.06 .14 -.43 .67 -.10 .09 -1.12 .27
b(YX.M) .47 .07 6.35 .00 .55 .07 7.50 .00
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.16, t = -3.55, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .07, t = 4.79, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related 
to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. A 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the 
moderator (B = -.20, t = -3.01, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the 
current model. The indirect effects, however, were significant for both white and non-
white participants, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 197. 
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Table 197. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 15.51 1.45 10.70 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.16 .04 -3.55 .00
Minority Status 9.19 2.16 4.24 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.20 .07 -3.01 .00
 Turnover  
Constant 3.83 .45 8.52 .00
Subtle race discrimination .07 .01 4.79 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.06 .01 -4.47 .00
Minority Status -1.09 .60 -1.82 .07
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .02 .02 1.33 .18
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .00 -2.81 .00
Non-whites -.02 .01 -3.99 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 198. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Paths 
are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different 
in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. For example, the path between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination was hypothesized to be positive for minority 
participants and negative for majority participants. Results indicated a negative 
relationship for both groups.  
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Table 198. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.07 .01 -5.26 .00 -.05 .01 -4.04 .00
b(MX) -.16 .04 -4.31 .00 -.35 .06 -6.28 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .02 3.07 .00 .06 .02 3.68 .00
b(YX.M) -.05 .01 -4.29 .00 -.03 .01 -2.21 .03
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.14, t = -3.30, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.31, t = -
4.58, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator (B = -
.18, t = -2.77, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both white and non-white participants, and were similar 
in size. Results are displayed in Table 199. 
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Table 199. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 14.96 1.42 10.52 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.14 .04 -3.30 .00
Minority Status 8.68 2.20 3.94 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.18 .06 -2.77 .01
 Physical Health  
Constant 63.78 2.08 30.67 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.31 .07 -4.58 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .17 .06 3.08 .00
Minority Status 2.64 2.87 .92 .36
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.08 .09 -1.00 .32
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .04 .02 2.64 .01
Non-whites .10 .03 3.72 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 200. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Paths 
are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different 
in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 200. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .22 .05 4.20 .00 .19 .07 2.62 .01 
b(MX) -.14 .04 -3.90 .00 -.33 .06 -5.60 .00 
b(YM.X) -.24 .10 -2.41 .02 -.36 .10 -3.75 .00 
b(YX.M) .18 .05 3.46 .00 .07 .08 .93 .35 
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was not found, as the path between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination was significant (B = -.16, t = -3.52, p < .01), but the path between the 
mediator and psychological health was not significant. A significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (minority segmentation) and minority status (B = -.21, t = -
3.14, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect 
effects were similar in size and non-significant for both white and non-white participants. 
Results are shown in Table 201. 
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Table 201. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 15.60 1.47 10.58 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.16 .05 -3.52 .00
Minority Status 9.76 2.25 4.34 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.21 .07 -3.14 .00
 Psychological Health  
Constant 40.54 2.39 16.99 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.08 .07 -1.02 .31
DIVERSITY CLIM .34 .07 5.14 .00
Minority Status 6.44 3.27 1.97 .05
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.21 .10 -2.13 .03
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 .95 .34
Non-whites .03 .03 1.01 .31
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 202. Findings 
from both white and non-white participants indicated no support for the mediation model. 
Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be 
different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction 
for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that 
minority individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and 
perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive 
relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 202. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX)  .35 .06 5.44 .00 .15 .07 2.14 .03 
b(MX) -.16 .04 -4.22 .00 -.37 .06 -6.21 .00 
b(YM.X) .03 .12 .25 .80 -.14 .09 -1.52 .13 
b(YX.M) .35 .07 5.28 .00 .10 .08 1.26 .21 
 
 Overt Race-based Discrimination. Diversity climate in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where overt race-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between diversity climate and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological 
health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the 
predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.29, t = -4.86, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.07, t = -
3.07, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator (B = -
.22, t = -2.47, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The 
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indirect effects are significant for both white and non-white participants, and were similar 
in size. Results are shown in Table 203. 
Table 203. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 21.05 1.96 10.73 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.29 .06 -4.86 .00
Minority Status 10.15 2.96 3.43 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.22 .09 -2.47 .01
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 8.27 .96 8.59 .00
Overt race discrimination -.07 .02 -3.07 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .11 .03 4.04 .00
Minority Status -.13 1.30 -.10 .92
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .01 .04 .17 .86
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .01 2.56 .01
Non-whites .03 .01 2.83 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 204. A 
significant mediating effect was found for white participants, but not for non-white 
participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report 
a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 204. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .13 .03 4.74 .00 .15 .03 5.30 .00
b(MX) -.29 .06 -5.14 .00 -.51 .07 -7.25 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .03 -3.30 .00 -.03 .03 -1.01 .31
b(YX.M) .10 .03 3.51 .00 .13 .03 4.15 .00
 
 
Next, perceived over race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was not found as the path between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination was significant (B = -.29, t = -5.00, p < .01), but the path between the 
mediator and organizational commitment was not. A significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator (B = -.21, t = -2.40, p < .05). 
Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are not 
significant for white or non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results are 
shown in Table 205. 
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Table 205. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 21.03 1.92 10.95 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.29 .06 -5.00 .00
Minority Status 9.93 2.92 3.40 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.21 .09 -2.40 .02
 Organizational  
Constant 17.02 2.46 6.92 .00
Overt race discrimination -.09 .06 -1.51 .13
DIVERSITY CLIM .43 .07 6.30 .00
Minority Status -1.92 3.32 -.58 .56
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .10 .10 .10 .32
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .03 .02 1.42 .16
Non-whites .04 .03 1.47 .14
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 206. The 
mediating effect was non-significant for both white and non-white participants. However, 
the model approached significance for white participants. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority individuals 
would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
 
 
 
 
304 
 
Table 206. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .45 .07 6.46 .00 .57 .07 8.45 .00
b(MX) -.29 .05 -5.36 .00 -.51 .07 -7.12 .00
b(YM.X) -.16 .09 -1.84 .07 -.02 .07 -.22 .83
b(YX.M) .41 .07 5.49 .00 .56 .08 7.30 .00
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.31, t = -5.24, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .04, 
t = 4.26, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor  and the moderator (B = -.19, t = -2.20, p < 
.05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are 
significant for both white and non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results are 
shown in Table 207. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
305 
 
Table 207. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 21.75 1.94 11.20 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.31 .06 -5.24 .00
Minority Status 9.29 2.94 3.16 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.19 .09 -2.20 .03
 Turnover  
Constant 3.84 .45 8.59 .00
Overt race discrimination .04 .01 4.26 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.05 .01 -4.07 .00
Minority Status -.79 .60 -1.33 .18
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority .02 .02 1.01 .31
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .00 -3.27 .00
Non-whites -.02 .01 -3.71 .00
 
A significant mediating effect was found for white participants, but the model was 
not fully supported for non-white participants as the path from diversity climate to 
perceived discrimination was approaching significance. Paths are not all in the 
hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different in directions 
based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both majority and 
minority group members. For example, the path between minority segmentation and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals but 
negative for majority individuals. It was found to be negative for both groups. Results for 
the simple mediation tests are shown in Table 208. 
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Table 208. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.06 .01 -5.22 .00 -.05 .01 -3.99 .00
b(MX) -.31 .06 -5.47 .00 -.51 .07 -7.31 .00
b(YM.X) .06 .01 4.13 .00 .03 .01 1.89 .06
b(YX.M) -.05 .01 -3.66 .00 -.04 .02 -2.59 .01
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between diversity climate and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived discrimination 
(B = -.29, t = -4.93, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.28, t = -
5.81, p < .01) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related to less perceived 
discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the moderator (B = -
.20, t = -2.17, p < .05).  Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are significant for both white and non-white participants, and were similar 
in size. Results are shown in Table 209. 
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Table 209. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 21.14 1.97 10.75 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.29 .06 -4.93 .00
Minority Status 9.54 3.09 3.08 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.20 .09 -2.17 .03
 Physical Health  
Constant 64.43 2.02 31.95 .00
Overt race discrimination -.28 .05 -5.81 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM .16 .06 2.82 .01
Minority Status 3.34 2.79 1.20 .23
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.11 .08 -1.34 .18
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .08 .02 3.73 .00
Non-whites .14 .03 4.45 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 210. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Paths 
are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were predicted to be different 
in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the same direction for both 
majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was hypothesized that minority 
individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination whereas majority individuals would report a positive relationship. 
However, the relationship was negative for both groups. 
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Table 210. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .24 .05 4.70 .00 .18 .07 2.46 .02 
b(MX) -.30 .06 -5.14 .00 -.50 .07 -6.64 .00 
b(YM.X) -.22 .06 -3.66 .00 -.34 .08 -4.47 .00 
b(YX.M) .17 .05 3.31 .00 .01 .08 .14 .89 
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between diversity climate and psychological health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.31, t = -5.17, p < .05) and between the mediator and psychological 
health (B = -.13, t = -2.39, p < .05) were jointly significant. Diversity climate was related 
to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better psychological health. 
A significant interaction was found between the predictor (diversity climate) and the 
moderator (B = -.21, t = -2.28, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the 
current model. The indirect effects are significant for both white and non-white 
participants, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 211. 
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Table 211. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Diversity Climate, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 21.93 1.98 11.07 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM -.31 .06 -5.17 .00
Minority Status 9.89 3.07 3.22 .00
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.21 .09 -2.28 .02
 Psychological Health  
Constant 42.46 2.35 18.08 .00
Overt race discrimination -.13 .05 -2.39 .02
DIVERSITY CLIM .30 .06 4.69 .00
Minority Status 6.15 3.20 1.93 .06
DIVERSITY CLIM * Minority -.20 .10 -2.09 .04
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .04 .02 2.14 .03
Non-whites .07 .03 2.26 .02
 
A significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants, but not for 
white participants. Paths are not all in the hypothesized directions. Path coefficients were 
predicted to be different in directions based on minority status. However, paths are in the 
same direction for both majority and minority group members. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that minority individuals would report a negative relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination whereas majority individuals would report 
a positive relationship. However, the relationship was negative for both groups. Results 
for the simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 212. 
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Table 212. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Diversity 
Climate, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .34 .06 5.50 .00 .17 .07 2.30 .02
b(MX) -.31 .06 -5.38 .00 -.53 .07 -7.12 .00
b(YM.X) -.06 .07 -.89 .38 -.20 .08 -2.56 .01
b(YX.M) .32 .07 4.86 .00 .06 .08 .76 .45
 
 
Results for Instrumental Social Support 
 Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Instrumental social support in the workplace 
was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based discrimination 
mediates the relationship between instrumental social support and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and job satisfaction. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.30, t = -2.53, p < .05) and between the mediator and job 
satisfaction (B = -.06, t = -2.32, p < .05) were jointly significant. Instrumental social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
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job satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental 
social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects indicate a difference for men and 
women. The indirect effect was significant for women (Indirect effect = .02, z = 2.01, p < 
.05), but was non-significant for men. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in 
Table 213. 
Table 213. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender)  
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.44 1.64 9.42 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.30 .12 -2.53 .01
Minority Status 1.95 1.95 1.00 .32
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.04 .14 -.25 .80
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 4.61 .96 4.81 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.06 .03 -2.32 .02
INSTRUMENTAL .51 .06 8.09 .00
Minority Status 1.92 1.03 1.86 .06
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.13 .07 -1.79 .08
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 1.64 .10
Women .02 .01 2.01 .04
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation also indicated a difference for men 
and women. Here, the mediation model was supported for men but not supported for 
women. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are shown in 
Table 214. 
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Table 214. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .53 .06 8.54 .00 .40 .04 9.87 .00
b(MX) -.30 .11 -2.66 .01 -.34 .08 -4.34 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .05 -2.10 .04 -.05 .03 -1.44 .15
b(YX.M) .50 .06 7.93 .00 .38 .04 9.20 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.29, t = -2.45, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.14, t = -2.01, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor  
and  (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The 
indirect effects are non-significant for both men and women, and are similar in size and 
direction. Results are shown in Table 215. 
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Table 215. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.06 1.61 9.36 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.29 .12 -2.45 .01
Minority Status 2.19 1.92 1.15 .25
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.04 .14 -.30 .77
 Organizational  
Constant 16.56 2.45 6.77 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.14 .07 -2.01 .04
INSTRUMENTAL 1.08 .16 6.69 .00
Minority Status -2.35 2.64 -.89 .37
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .26 .19 1.36 .17
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .03 1.49 .14
Women .05 .03 1.79 .07
 
Results for both men and women failed to support the mediation model. However, 
all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Table 216 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation. 
Table 216. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.12 .16 7.10 .00 1.39 .10 13.39 .00
b(MX) -.29 .11 -2.71 .01 -.33 .08 -4.24 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .14 -.96 .34 -.14 .08 -1.76 .08
b(YX.M) 1.08 .16 6.66 .00 1.34 .11 12.57 .00
 
 
314 
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and intention to turnover. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.32, t = -2.65, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
intention to turnover (B = .04, t = 3.19, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover 
intention. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. The indirect effects indicate a difference between men and women, as 
the indirect effects are significant for women, but are not for men. Results are shown in 
Table 217. 
Table 217. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.72 1.66 9.46 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.32 .12 -2.65 .01
Minority Status 1.72 1.96 .88 .38
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.02 .14 -.16 .87
 Turnover  
Constant 4.98 .48 10.43 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .04 .01 3.19 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.21 .03 -6.65 .00
Minority Status -.70 .51 -1.38 .17
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .06 .04 1.56 .12
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.01 .01 -1.98 .05
Women -.01 .01 -2.57 .01
 
 
 
315 
 
The separate tests of mediation indicated a significant mediating effect for both 
men and women. All paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are shown in 
Table 218. 
Table 218. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.22 .03 -7.76 .00 -.17 .02 -8.16 .00
b(MX) -.32 .11 -2.78 .01 -.34 .08 -4.47 .00
b(YM.X) .06 .02 2.52 .01 .04 .02 2.25 .03
b(YX.M) -.20 .03 -7.07 .00 -.15 .02 -7.35 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and physical health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.26, t = -2.08, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.29, t = -4.36, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better physical 
health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. The indirect effects were different for men and women, as the indirect 
effect was significant for women, but non-significant for men. Results are shown in Table 
219. 
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Table 219. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 14.84 1.70 8.74 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.26 .12 -2.08 .04
Minority Status 1.83 2.01 .91 .36
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.04 .14 -.29 .77
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.87 2.30 29.51 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.29 .07 -4.36 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .17 .15 1.15 .25
Minority Status -2.89 2.46 -1.17 .24
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .11 .18 .62 .54
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .07 .04 1.84 .07
Women .08 .03 2.86 .00
 
The separate tests of mediation revealed full support of the mediation model for 
women as both paths were significant. On the other hand, there was no support of the 
model for men. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results for the 
simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 220. 
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Table 220. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .25 .14 1.71 .09 .37 .10 3.73 .00
b(MX) -.26 .12 -2.12 .04 -.30 .08 -3.87 .00
b(YM.X) -.20 .11 -1.72 .09 -.33 .08 -4.06 .00
b(YX.M) .20 .15 1.34 .18 .27 .10 2.76 .01
 
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.29, t = -2.39, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.20, t = -2.62, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were different for men and 
women, as the indirect effect was significant for women, but not for men. Results are 
displayed in Table 221. 
 
 
 
 
 
318 
 
Table 221. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.04 1.67 9.04 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.29 .12 -2.39 .02
Minority Status 1.87 1.98 .95 .35
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.01 .14 -.10 .92
 Psychological Health  
Constant 46.31 2.65 17.48 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.20 .08 -2.62 .01
INSTRUMENTAL .51 .17 2.94 .00
Minority Status -.67 2.84 -.24 .81
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.02 .21 -.10 .93
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .06 .03 1.70 .09
Women .06 .03 2.13 .03
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 222. A 
significant mediating effect was found for women, but not for men. However, all paths 
were in the hypothesized directions.  
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Table 222. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .57 .18 3.24 .00 .55 .11 4.96 .00
b(MX) -.29 .11 -2.73 .01 -.30 .08 -3.72 .00
b(YM.X) -.05 .16 -.31 .75 -.24 .09 -2.86 .00
b(YX.M) .56 .18 3.05 .00 .48 .11 4.25 .00
 
Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Instrumental social support in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between instrumental social support and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and job satisfaction. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.65, t = -3.68, p < .01) and between the mediator and job 
satisfaction (B = -.04, t = -2.19, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job 
satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental 
social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
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moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are similar for men and women, in 
that they are both significant, and nearly identical in size. Results for the moderated 
mediation are shown in Table 223. 
Table 223. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 21.91 2.42 9.05 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.65 .18 -3.68 .00
Minority Status -1.41 2.90 -.49 .63
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .17 .21 .81 .42
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 4.28 .91 4.69 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.04 .02 -2.19 .03
INSTRUMENTAL .52 .06 8.45 .00
Minority Status 2.26 1.00 2.27 .02
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.15 .07 -2.08 .04
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 1.84 .07
Women .02 .01 1.90 .06
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate a difference between men 
and women. Here, the mediation model is fully supported for men but not fully supported 
for women. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are shown in 
Table 224. 
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Table 224. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .54 .06 9.11 .00 .39 .04 9.70 .00
b(MX) -.65 .17 -3.87 .00 -.48 .12 -4.06 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .03 -2.34 .02 -.02 .02 -1.15 .25
b(YX.M) .49 .06 7.99 .00 .37 .04 9.15 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.63, t = -3.64, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.10, t = -2.11, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are similar for men and women, 
as they are both non-significant and similar in size. Results are shown in Table 225. 
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Table 225. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 21.56 2.41 8.95 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.63 .17 -3.64 .00
Minority Status -.99 2.89 -.34 .73
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .15 .21 .73 .47
 Organizational  
Constant 15.76 2.39 6.60 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.10 .05 -2.11 .04
INSTRUMENTAL 1.11 .16 6.94 .00
Minority Status -1.17 2.61 -.45 .65
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .18 .19 .96 .34
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .06 .03 1.78 .08
Women .05 .03 1.85 .06
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 226. The 
mediating effect was not fully supported for either men or women. 
Table 226. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.17 .15 7.69 .00 1.33 .10 12.72 .00
b(MX) -.63 .16 -3.88 .00 -.48 .12 -4.12 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .08 -1.04 .30 .10 .05 -1.83 .07
b(YX.M) 1.11 .16 6.91 .00 1.29 .11 11.95 .00
 
 
 
323 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and intention to turnover. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.65, t = -3.71, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
intention to turnover (B = .03, t = 3.60, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover 
intention. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. The indirect effects were significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size and direction. Results of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 
227. 
Table 227. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 21.91 2.40 9.13 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.65 .17 -3.71 .00
Minority Status -.98 2.86 -.34 .73
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .14 .21 .66 .51
 Turnover  
Constant 5.02 .45 11.10 .00
Overt sex discrimination .03 .01 3.60 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.21 .03 -6.82 .00
Minority Status -.81 .49 -1.64 .10
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .06 .04 1.77 .08
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.02 .01 -2.54 .01
Women -.01 .01 -2.78 .01
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The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 228. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Moreover, all paths 
were the hypothesized directions.  
Table 228. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.23 .03 -8.23 .00 -.16 .02 -7.86 .00
b(MX) -.65 .17 -3.87 .00 -.51 .11 -4.44 .00
b(YM.X) .03 .01 2.24 .03 .03 .01 2.86 .00
b(YX.M) -.21 .03 -7.17 .00 -.14 .02 -6.95 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and physical health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.50, t = -2.72, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.22, t = -4.97, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better physical 
health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Additionally, the indirect effects are 
significant for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in 
Table 229. 
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Table 229. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 19.90 2.57 7.74 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.50 .19 -2.72 .01
Minority Status -.44 3.05 -.14 .89
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .09 .22 .41 .68
 Physical Health  
Constant 67.39 2.27 29.75 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.22 .04 -4.97 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .16 .15 1.04 .30
Minority Status -2.97 2.48 -1.20 .23
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .12 .18 .67 .50
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .11 .05 2.35 .02
Women .09 .03 2.84 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 230. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. All paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. 
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Table 230. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .27 .15 1.78 .08 .37 .10 3.65 .00
b(MX) -.50 .18 -2.86 .01 -.41 .12 -3.45 .00
b(YM.X) -.26 .08 -3.40 .00 -.20 .05 -3.75 .00
b(YX.M) .13 .15 .90 .37 .29 .10 2.84 .00
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.61, t = -3.47, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.17, t = -3.57, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects were significant 
for both men and women, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 231. 
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Table 231. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 21.24 2.46 8.65 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.61 .18 -3.47 .00
Minority Status -1.18 2.95 -.40 .69
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .17 .21 .81 .42
 Psychological Health  
Constant 47.76 2.54 18.84 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.17 .05 -3.57 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .41 .17 2.42 .02
Minority Status -1.77 2.78 -.64 .52
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .05 .20 .26 .80
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .10 .04 2.44 .01
Women .08 .03 2.54 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated a difference between men 
and women. The model was fully supported for women, but not supported for men. All 
paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are displayed in Table 232. 
Table 232. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .52 .17 3.07 .00 .54 .11 4.78 .00
b(MX) -.61 .17 -3.76 .00 -.44 .12 -3.62 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .09 -1.37 .17 -.19 .06 -3.36 .00
b(YX.M) .44 .18 2.46 .02 .46 .11 4.01 .00
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Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Instrumental social support in the workplace 
was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle race-based discrimination 
mediates the relationship between instrumental social support and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and job satisfaction. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.18, t = -2.03, p < .05) and between the mediator and job 
satisfaction (B = -.07, t = -2.87, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job 
satisfaction. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental 
social support) and the moderator (B = -.32, t = -2.34, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were also different for white and 
non-white participants. The indirect effect was significant for non-white participants 
(Indirect effect = .04, z = 2.43, p < .05), but non-significant for white participants. Results 
are shown in Table 233. 
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Table 233. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 12.90 1.19 10.85 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.18 .09 -2.03 .04
Minority Status 6.82 1.88 3.63 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.32 .13 -2.34 .02
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 6.02 .68 8.91 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.07 .03 -2.87 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .42 .04 9.61 .00
Minority Status .18 .95 .19 .85
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.01 .07 -.15 .88
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 1.59 .11
Non-whites .04 .01 2.43 .02
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 234. A 
significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants, but not for white 
participants. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 234. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .43 .04 9.87 .00 .45 .05 8.67 .00
b(MX) -.18 .07 -2.46 .01 -.49 .12 -4.10 .00
b(YM.X) -.08 .04 -1.92 .06 -.07 .03 -2.14 .03
b(YX.M) .42 .04 9.48 .00 .41 .05 7.74 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.19, t = -2.22, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.15, t = -2.33, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. A significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (B = -.27, t = -2.04, p < .05). Thus, 
minority status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are 
different for white and non-white participants, as the indirect effect is significant for non-
white participants, but not for white participants. Results are shown in Table 235. 
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Table 235. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 12.98 1.16 11.14 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.19 .09 -2.22 .03
Minority Status 6.30 1.86 3.39 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.27 .13 -2.04 .04
 Organizational  
Constant 14.17 1.74 8.16 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.15 .06 -2.33 .02
INSTRUMENTAL 1.28 .11 11.42 .00
Minority Status 1.87 2.45 .76 .45
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.05 .17 -.27 .79
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .03 .02 1.54 .12
Non-whites .07 .04 2.04 .04
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate support of the mediation 
model for non-white participants, but not for white participants. However, all paths were 
in the hypothesized directions. Results of the simple tests of mediation are shown in 
Table 236. 
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Table 236. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.31 .11 11.57 .00 1.31 .13 9.96 .00
b(MX) -.19 .07 -2.77 .01 -.46 .12 -3.82 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .11 -.82 .41 -.19 .08 -2.33 .02
b(YX.M) 1.29 .12 11.21 .00 1.22 .13 9.05 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and intention to turnover. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.21, t = -2.37, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
intention to turnover (B = .06, t = 4.97, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less intention to 
turnover. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (B = -.32, t = -2.40, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are similar for white and non-white 
participants, as they are both significant and similar in size and direction. Results are 
shown in Table 237. 
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Table 237. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.32 1.18 11.33 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.21 .09 -2.37 .02
Minority Status 6.80 1.86 3.66 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.32 .13 -2.40 .02
 Turnover  
Constant 4.77 .33 14.53 .00
Subtle race discrimination .06 .01 4.97 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.20 .02 -9.44 .00
Minority Status -1.40 .46 -3.06 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .08 .03 2.70 .01
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .01 -2.11 .03
Non-whites -.03 .01 -3.55 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate full support for the 
mediation model for both white and non-white participants. All paths were in 
hypothesized directions. Table 238 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 238. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.21 .02 -10.33 .00 -.14 .03 -5.36 .00
b(MX) -.21 .07 -2.83 .01 -.53 .12 -4.43 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .02 3.55 .00 .06 .02 3.46 .00
b(YX.M) -.20 .02 -9.74 .00 -.11 .03 -4.15 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and physical health. Support was 
not found for overall mediation as the path between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination was non-significant, but the path between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.32, t = -4.75, p < .01) was significant. No significant interaction 
was found between the predictor (instrumental social support) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. 
Additionally, the indirect effects were different for white and non-white participants, as 
the indirect was significant for non-white participants (Indirect effect = .11, z = 2.70, p < 
.05), but was non-significant for white participants. Results are displayed in Table 239. 
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Table 239. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 12.67 1.16 10.91 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.17 .09 -1.94 .05
Minority Status 4.91 1.90 2.58 .01
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.19 .14 -1.40 .16
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.48 1.67 39.25 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.32 .07 -4.75 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .29 .11 2.70 .01
Minority Status 1.58 2.38 .66 .51
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.13 .17 -.75 .45
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .05 .03 1.76 .08
Non-whites .11 .04 2.70 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate significant mediating effect 
was found for both white and non-white participants. All paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. Table 240 displays the results. 
Table 240. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .34 .10 3.37 .00 .27 .15 1.85 .07
b(MX) -.17 .07 -2.27 .02 -.35 .12 -2.89 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .10 -2.31 .02 -.38 .09 -4.09 .00
b(YX.M) .30 .10 2.99 .00 .14 .14 .97 .34
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Finally, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and psychological health. Support 
was not found for overall mediation as the path between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination was significant (B = -.22, t = -2.42, p < .05) but the path 
between the mediator and psychological health was not. No significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority 
status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects 
were not significant for either white or non-white participants. Results are displayed in 
Table 241.  
Table 241. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.50 1.22 11.08 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.22 .09 -2.42 .02
Minority Status 5.84 1.94 3.01 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.25 .14 -1.79 .07
 Psychological Health  
Constant 43.57 1.92 22.66 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.08 .07 -1.16 .25
INSTRUMENTAL .57 .12 4.61 .00
Minority Status 1.77 2.69 .66 .51
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.15 .19 -.77 .44
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .02 .98 .33
Non-whites .04 .04 1.09 .27
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The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 242. A 
significant mediating effect was not found for either white or non-white participants. 
However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
Table 242. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .59 .12 4.70 .00 .46 .14 3.17 .00
b(MX) -.22 .07 -2.90 .00 -.47 .13 -3.69 .00
b(YM.X) -.08 .12 -.65 .52 -.09 .09 -.98 .33
b(YX.M) .57 .13 4.47 .00 .42 .15 2.77 .01
 
Overt Race-based Discrimination. Instrumental social support in the workplace 
was investigated as a predictor in a model where overt race-based discrimination 
mediates the relationship between instrumental social support and five dependent 
variables (job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical 
health, and psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the 
relationship between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and job satisfaction. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.37, t = -3.11, p < .01) and between the mediator and job 
satisfaction (B = -.04, t = -2.40, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support was 
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related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job 
satisfaction. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental 
social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were different for white and non-
white participants, as the indirect effect was significant for non-white participants 
(Indirect effect = .03, z = 2.12, p < .05), but non-significant for white participants. Results 
of the moderated mediation are shown in Table 243. 
Table 243. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.70 1.62 10.32 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.37 .12 -3.11 .00
Minority Status 7.53 2.60 2.90 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.34 .19 -1.80 .07
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 5.98 .67 8.90 .00
Overt race discrimination -.04 .02 -2.40 .02
INSTRUMENTAL .41 .04 9.19 .00
Minority Status -.29 .97 -.29 .77
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .02 .07 .24 .81
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .01 1.84 .07
Non-whites .03 .01 2.12 .03
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support for the 
mediation model for white participants, but not for non-white participants. However, all 
paths were in the hypothesized directions. Table 244 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation. 
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Table 244. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .42 .04 9.49 .00 .45 .05 8.69 .00
b(MX) -.37 .11 -3.34 .00 -.70 .16 -4.54 .00
b(YM.X) -.08 .03 -2.95 .00 -.01 .03 -.48 .63
b(YX.M) .39 .05 8.77 .00 .45 .06 8.04 .00
 
 
Next, perceived over race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.39, t = -3.30, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.10, t = -2.02, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are similar for white and non-
white participants, in that they are both non-significant and similar in size and direction. 
Results are shown in Table 245. 
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Table 245. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.85 1.60 10.55 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.39 .12 -3.30 .00
Minority Status 7.68 2.59 2.96 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.33 .19 -1.79 .07
 Organizational  
Constant 14.55 1.71 8.50 .00
Overt race discrimination -.10 .05 -2.02 .04
INSTRUMENTAL 1.23 .11 10.90 .00
Minority Status .85 2.48 .34 .73
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.00 .18 -.00 .99
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .04 .02 1.67 .10
Non-whites .07 .04 1.85 .07
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 246. The 
mediating effect was non-significant for both white and non-white participants. However, 
all paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 246. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.26 .11 11.13 .00 1.30 .13 9.73 .00
b(MX) -.39 .11 -3.59 .00 -.72 .16 -4.58 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .07 -1.75 .08 -.07 .06 -1.11 .27
b(YX.M) 1.22 .12 10.45 .00 1.24 .14 8.82 .00
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and intention to turnover. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.42, t = -3.51, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
intention to turnover (B = .03, t = 3.84, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less intention to 
turnover. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both white and 
non-white participants, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 247. 
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Table 247. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 17.40 1.61 10.82 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.42 .12 -3.51 .00
Minority Status 7.62 2.59 2.95 .00
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.35 .19 -1.86 .06
 Turnover  
Constant 4.84 .33 14.88 .00
Overt race discrimination .03 .01 3.84 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.19 .02 -8.84 .00
Minority Status -.98 .46 -2.12 .03
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority .07 .03 1.97 .05
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    P 
Whites -.01 .01 -2.55 .01
Non-whites -.02 .01 -3.08 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate a fully supported mediation 
model for white participants, but not for non-white participants. However, all paths were 
in hypothesized directions. Table 248 displays the results. 
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Table 248. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.20 .02 -9.84 .00 -.15 .03 -5.52 .00
b(MX) -.42 .11 -3.71 .00 -.76 .15 -4.99 .00
b(YM.X) .05 .01 4.02 .00 .02 .01 1.55 .12
b(YX.M) -.18 .02 -8.89 .00 -.13 .03 -4.64 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between instrumental social support and physical health. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.36, t = -3.04, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.28, t = -6.13, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was 
related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better physical 
health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor (instrumental social 
support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in 
the current model. The indirect effects are significant and similar in size for both white 
and non-white participants. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 249. 
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Table 249. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.58 1.64 10.09 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.36 .12 -3.04 .00
Minority Status 6.94 2.74 2.54 .01
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.30 .20 -1.52 .13
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.84 1.59 41.37 .00
Overt race discrimination -.28 .05 -6.13 .00
INSTRUMENTAL .26 .10 2.53 .01
Minority Status 2.21 2.35 .94 .35
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.18 .17 -1.04 .30
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .10 .04 2.69 .01
Non-whites .19 .06 3.48 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 250. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both white and non-white participants. All 
paths were in hypothesized directions. 
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Table 250. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .36 .10 3.67 .00 .27 .15 1.80 .07
b(MX) -.36 .11 -3.23 .00 -.66 .17 -3.99 .00
b(YM.X) -.24 .06 -4.01 .00 -.32 .07 -4.56 .00
b(YX.M) .28 .10 2.81 .01 .06 .15 .41 .68
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between instrumental social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between instrumental social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.44, t = -3.55, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.13, t = -2.51, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(instrumental social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant for 
non-white participants (Indirect effect = .09, z = 2.14, p < .05), but was only approaching 
significance for white participants (Indirect effect = .06, z = 2.00, p = .05). Results are 
displayed in Table 251. 
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Table 251. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Instrumental Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 17.73 1.67 10.64 .00
INSTRUMENTAL -.44 .12 -3.55 .00
Minority Status 6.09 2.71 2.25 .03
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.24 .20 -1.22 .22
 Psychological Health  
Constant 44.68 1.87 23.93 .00
Overt race discrimination -.13 .05 -2.51 .01
INSTRUMENTAL .55 .12 4.47 .00
Minority Status 1.98 2.67 .74 .46
INSTRUMENTAL * Minority -.17 .19 -.87 .38
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .03 2.00 .05
Non-whites .09 .04 2.14 .03
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 252. A 
significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants, but the mediation 
model was not fully supported for white participants. However, all paths were in 
hypothesized directions.  
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Table 252. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Instrumental 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .60 .12 4.92 .00 .46 .15 3.11 .00
b(MX) -.44 .12 -3.77 .00 -.68 .16 -4.11 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .07 -1.25 .21 -.17 .07 -2.33 .02
b(YX.M) .56 .13 4.45 .00 .35 .15 2.28 .02
 
 
Results for Emotional Social Support 
Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Emotional social support in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between emotional social support and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.33, t = -2.65, p < .05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.06, t = -2.02, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
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moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects were similar for men and women, as they were both non-
significant and similar in size. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 
253. 
Table 253. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 16.46 1.91 8.61 .00
EMOTIONAL -.33 .12 -2.65 .01
Minority Status 3.59 2.30 1.56 .12
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.14 .15 -.98 .33
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 5.05 1.17 4.33 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.06 .03 -2.02 .04
EMOTIONAL .43 .07 6.14 .00
Minority Status .71 1.29 .55 .58
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.04 .08 -.49 .63
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .02 .01 1.55 .12
Women .03 .01 1.89 .06
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 254. There was 
a lack of support for the mediation model for both men and women. However, all paths 
were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 254. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .45 .07 6.30 .00 .42 .05 9.07 .00
b(MX) -.33 .12 -2.71 .01 -.48 .08 -5.70 .00
b(YM.X) -.10 .05 -1.81 .07 -.04 .03 -1.24 .22
b(YX.M) .42 .07 5.72 .00 .40 .05 8.15 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.32, t = -2.60, p < .05) was significant but the path 
between the mediator and organizational commitment was not significant. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. 
Moreover, the indirect effects were non-significant but similar in size for both men and 
women. Results are shown in Table 255. 
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Table 255. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 16.04 1.88 8.56 .00
EMOTIONAL -.32 .12 -2.60 .01
Minority Status 3.82 2.25 1.70 .09
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.15 .15 -1.02 .30
 Organizational  
Constant 18.32 3.16 5.80 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.16 .08 -1.98 .05
EMOTIONAL .86 .19 4.54 .00
Minority Status -2.44 3.47 -.70 .48
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .25 .23 1.12 .26
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .03 1.51 .13
Women .07 .04 1.85 .06
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation revealed lack of support for the 
mediation model in both men and women. However, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. Table 256 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 256. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .91 .18 5.12 .00 1.19 .13 9.33 .00
b(MX) -.32 .11 -2.77 .01 -.47 .08 -5.66 .00
b(YM.X) -.14 .15 -.94 .35 -.17 .10 -1.73 .08
b(YX.M) .87 .18 4.71 .00 1.10 .13 8.26 .00
 
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.33, t = -2.64, p < .05) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .04, t = 3.14, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to 
less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effect was significant for women (Indirect effect = -.02, z = -2.74, p < 
.05) but was marginally significant for men (Indirect effect = -.01, z = -1.97, p = .05). 
Results are displayed in Table 257. 
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Table 257. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 16.46 1.91 8.62 .00
EMOTIONAL -.33 .12 -2.64 .01
Minority Status 3.60 2.29 1.57 .12
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.15 .15 -1.02 .31
 Turnover  
Constant 3.89 .58 6.74 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .04 .01 3.14 .00
EMOTIONAL -.12 .03 -3.36 .00
Minority Status .45 .63 .71 .48
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -,03 .04 -.62 .53
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.01 .01 -1.97 .05
Women -.02 .01 -2.74 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation were similar for both men and 
women, as support was found for the mediation models in both groups. Moreover, all 
paths were in hypothesized directions. Table 258 displays the results for the simple tests 
of mediation. 
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Table 258. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.13 .03 -3.81 .00 -.16 .02 -7.10 .00
b(MX) -.33 .12 -2.69 .01 -.48 .08 -5.82 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .03 2.55 .01 .04 .02 2.11 .04
b(YX.M) -.11 .03 -3.15 .00 -.15 .02 -6.01 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination was non-significant, but the path between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.29, t = -4.31, p < .01) was significant. No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). 
Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects 
indicated a difference between groups, as women exhibited a significant indirect effect 
(Indirect effect = .13, z = 3.32, p < .01), but the indirect effect was non-significant for 
men. Results are shown in Table 259. 
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Table 259. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.32 1.98 7.73 .00
EMOTIONAL -.26 .13 -1.99 .05
Minority Status 4.08 2.36 1.73 .09
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.19 .15 -1.24 .21
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.60 2.68 24.47 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.29 .07 -4.31 .00
EMOTIONAL .32 .16 1.99 .05
Minority Status -.88 2.96 -.30 .77
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.05 .19 -.24 .81
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .08 .04 1.76 .08
Women .13 .04 3.32 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 260. The 
mediation model was supported for women but not for men. However, all paths were in 
the hypothesized directions.  
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Table 260. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .40 .15 2.62 .01 .41 .11 3.68 .00
b(MX) -.26 .13 -1.95 .05 -.45 .08 -5.38 .00
b(YM.X) -.22 .11 -1.92 .06 -.33 .08 -3.88 .00
b(YX.M) .34 .15 2.24 .03 .26 .11 2.29 .02
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.29, t = -2.28, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.18, t = -2.29, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects indicated a difference in 
minority status, as the indirect effect was significant for women (Indirect effect = .08, z = 
2.08, p < .05) but not for men. Results are shown in Table 261. 
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Table 261. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 15.53 1.92 8.09 .00
EMOTIONAL -.29 .12 -2.28 .02
Minority Status 4.31 2.32 1.86 .06
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.18 .15 -1.17 .24
 Psychological Health  
Constant 44.88 3.03 14.81 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.18 .08 -2.29 .02
EMOTIONAL .54 .18 2.95 .00
Minority Status -.91 3.38 -.27 .79
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .00 .22 .02 .98
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .03 1.54 .12
Women .08 .04 2.08 .04
 
A significant mediating effect was found for women but not for men. However, 
all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results are displayed in Table 262. 
Table 262. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .59 .18 3.20 .00 .62 .12 5.04 .00
b(MX) -.29 .11 -2.53 .01 -.46 .09 -5.20 .00
b(YM.X) -.00 .16 -.02 .99 -.24 .09 -2.67 .01
b(YX.M) .59 .19 3.09 .00 .52 .13 3.99 .00
 
 
 
357 
 
Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Emotional social support in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between emotional social support and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.85, t = -4.67, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.04, t = -2.23, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. The indirect effects were similar for men and women, as both were similar in size 
and non-significant. Results are displayed in Table 263. 
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Table 263. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 25.97 2.78 9.33 .00
EMOTIONAL -.85 .18 -4.67 .00
Minority Status -3.76 3.37 -1.11 .27
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .30 .22 1.39 .17
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 5.12 1.12 4.56 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.04 .02 -2.23 .03
EMOTIONAL .42 .07 6.11 .00
Minority Status .89 1.23 .72 .47
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.05 .08 -.58 .56
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .02 1.98 .05
Women .02 .01 1.95 .05
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation were similar for men and women as 
there was a failure to support the mediation model in both groups. However, all paths 
were in the hypothesized directions. Table 264 shows the results for the simple tests of 
mediation. 
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Table 264. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .45 .07 6.57 .00 .39 .04 8.77 .00
b(MX) -.85 .17 -4.97 .00 -.54 .13 -4.28 .00
b(YM.X) -.06 .04 -1.62 .11 -.04 .02 -1.62 .11
b(YX.M) .40 .08 5.33 .00 .37 .05 8.09 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.84, t = -4.64, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.13, t = -2.46, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects for both men and 
women were similar in size and significant. Results for the moderated mediation are 
displayed in Table 265. 
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Table 265. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 25.61 2.77 9.25 .00
EMOTIONAL -.84 .18 -4.64 .00
Minority Status -3.38 3.34 -1.01 .31
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .29 .22 1.34 .18
 Organizational  
Constant 18.46 3.10 5.95 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.13 .05 -2.46 .01
EMOTIONAL .84 .19 4.49 .00
Minority Status -1.47 3.38 -.44 .66
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .19 .22 .86 .39
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .11 .05 2.14 .03
Women .07 .03 2.12 .03
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation were different for men and women. 
While the mediation model was fully supported for women, it was not supported for men. 
However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Table 266 displays the results for 
the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 266. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .95 .17 5.54 .00 1.10 .13 8.68 .00
b(MX) -.84 .17 -5.02 .00 -.55 .13 -4.34 .00
b(YM.X) -.06 .10 -.56 .58 -.16 .06 -2.50 .01
b(YX.M) .91 .19 4.75 .00 1.02 .13 7.81 .00
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.85, t = -4.72, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .04, t = 3.84, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to 
less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to les turnover intention. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Further, the indirect effects were significant for both men and women. Table 267 
displays the results for the moderated mediation. 
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Table 267. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 25.97 2.75 9.43 .00
EMOTIONAL -.85 .18 -4.72 .00
Minority Status -3.06 3.32 -.92 .36
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .26 .22 1.19 .24
 Turnover  
Constant 3.87 .56 6.88 .00
Overt sex discrimination .04 .01 3.84 .00
EMOTIONAL -.11 .03 -3.27 .00
Minority Status .34 .61 .55 .58
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.02 .04 -.52 .61
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.03 .01 -2.94 .00
Women -.02 .01 -2.98 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 268. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. Moreover, all paths 
were hypothesized directions.  
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Table 268. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 
 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.14 .03 -4.26 .00 -.15 .02 -6.74 .00
b(MX) -.85 .17 -4.97 .00 -.59 .12 -4.77 .00
b(YM.X) .04 .02 2.15 .03 .04 .01 3.18 .00
b(YX.M) -.11 .04 -3.02 .00 -.13 .02 -5.68 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.72, t = -3.70, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.22, t = -4.85, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Additionally, the indirect effects are significant for both men and women, and 
were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 269. 
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Table 269. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 23.92 2.99 8.00 .00
EMOTIONAL -.72 .19 -3.70 .00
Minority Status -2.13 3.57 -.60 .55
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .19 .23 .82 .41
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.52 2.72 24.09 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.22 .04 -4.85 .00
EMOTIONAL .28 .16 1.68 .09
Minority Status -1.31 2.97 -.44 .66
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.01 .19 -.07 .94
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .16 .05 2.90 .00
Women .12 .04 3.13 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 270. A 
significant mediating effect was found for both men and women. All paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. 
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Table 270. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .44 .16 2.77 .01 .38 .11 3.41 .00
b(MX) -.72 .18 -3.92 .00 -.53 .13 -4.09 .00
b(YM.X) -.25 .08 -3.01 .00 -.21 .05 -3.85 .00
b(YX.M) .26 .16 1.59 .11 .27 .11 2.40 .02
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.82, t = -4.48, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.16, t = -3.14, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both men and 
women, and were similar in size. Results are shown in Table 271. 
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Table 271. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 25.30 2.82 8.97 .00
EMOTIONAL -.82 .18 -4.48 .00
Minority Status -2.66 3.43 -.77 .44
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .26 .22 1.14 .26
 Psychological Health  
Constant 46.65 2.99 15.59 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.16 .05 -3.14 .00
EMOTIONAL .43 .18 2.37 .02
Minority Status -1.53 3.29 -.46 .64
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .04 .22 .18 .85
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .13 .05 2.53 .01
Women .09 .04 2.52 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation revealed a significant mediating 
effect for women, but not for men. However, all paths were in the hypothesized 
directions. Table 272 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
Table 272. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social 
Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .56 .18 3.16 .00 .56 .13 4.47 .00
b(MX) -.82 .17 -4.91 .00 -.57 .13 -4.24 .00
b(YM.X) -.05 .10 -.51 .61 -.20 .06 -3.37 .00
b(YX.M) .52 .20 2.64 .01 .45 .13 3.52 .00
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Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Emotional social support in the workplace 
was investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle race-based discrimination 
mediates the relationship between emotional social support and five dependent variables 
(job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
 First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and job satisfaction. Support for 
overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination was not significant, but the path between the mediator and job 
satisfaction (B = -.08, t = -3.07, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction was 
found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator (B = -.34, t = -
2.28, p < .05).  Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, 
the indirect effect results indicate a difference between white and non-white participants, 
as there is non-significant effect for white participants, but a significant effect for non-
white participants (Indirect effect = .04, z = 2.49, p < .05). Results are shown in Table 
273. 
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Table 273. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.08 1.48 8.83 .00
EMOTIONAL -.17 .10 -1.71 .09
Minority Status 7.61 2.31 3.30 .00
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.34 .15 -2.28 .02
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 5.37 .83 6.50 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.08 .03 -3.07 .00
EMOTIONAL .42 .05 8.58 .00
Minority Status 1.10 1.19 .93 .35
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.06 .08 -.79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .01 .01 1.44 .15
Non-whites .04 .02 2.49 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 274. A 
significant mediating effect was found for women but not for men. However, all paths 
were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 274. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .44 .05 9.10 .00 .41 .06 6.69 .00
b(MX) -.17 .08 -2.07 .04 -.51 .13 -3.83 .00
b(YM.X) -.07 .04 -1.64 .10 -.09 .03 -2.57 .01
b(YX.M) .43 .05 8.81 .00 .36 .06 5.81 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support 
and perceived discrimination was not significant but the path between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.21, t = -2.86, p < .01) was significant. A significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator 
(B = -.30, t = -2.01, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. 
The indirect effects are different between white and non-white respondents. Non-white 
respondents exhibited a significant indirect effect (Indirect effect = .10, z = 2.33, p < .05), 
whereas white respondents did not. Results are displayed in Table 275. 
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Table 275. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.13 1.45 9.08 .00
EMOTIONAL -.18 .10 -1.86 .06
Minority Status 6.95 2.25 3.08 .00
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.30 .15 -2.01 .04
 Organizational  
Constant 15.68 2.25 6.98 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.21 .07 -2.86 .00
EMOTIONAL 1.07 .13 7.99 .00
Minority Status 3.15 3.21 .98 .33
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.08 .21 -.40 .69
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .04 .02 1.50 .13
Non-whites .10 .04 2.33 .02
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 276. A 
significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants but not for white 
participants.  However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. 
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Table 276. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.11 .14 8.12 .00 1.09 .16 6.98 .00
b(MX) -.18 .08 -2.32 .02 -.47 .13 -3.58 .00
b(YM.X) -.13 .13 -1.01 .31 -.25 .09 -2.86 .00
b(YX.M) 1.09 .14 7.84 .00 .97 .16 6.12 .00
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and intention to turnover. Support 
for overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination was not significant, but the path between the mediator and 
intention to turnover (B = .07, t = 5.03, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction 
was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator (B = -.36, t 
= -2.41, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, 
the indirect effect was significant for non-white participants (Indirect effect = -.04, z = -
3.44, p < .01), but not for white participants. Results are shown in Table 277. 
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Table 277. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.47 1.45 9.28 .00
EMOTIONAL -.19 .10 -1.97 .05
Minority Status 7.77 2.28 3.41 .00
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.36 .15 -2.41 .02
 Turnover  
Constant 4.58 .40 11.36 .00
Subtle race discrimination .07 .01 5.03 .00
EMOTIONAL -.17 .02 -6.89 .00
Minority Status -1.42 .58 -2.46 .01
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .08 .04 2.03 .04
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.01 .01 -1.81 .07
Non-whites -.04 .01 -3.44 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated a significant mediating 
effect was found for both white and non-white participants. Moreover, all paths were in 
hypothesized directions. Results are shown in Table 278. 
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Table 278. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.18 .02 -7.40 .00 -.13 .03 -4.15 .00
b(MX) -.19 .08 -2.36 .02 -.55 .13 -4.17 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .02 3.41 .00 .06 .02 3.68 .00
b(YX.M) -.16 .02 -6.93 .00 -.09 .03 -2.99 .00
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and physical health. Support for 
overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination was not significant, but the path between the mediator and 
physical health (B = -.33, t = -4.89, p < .01) was significant. No significant interaction 
was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator (minority 
status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects 
indicated a difference between white and non-white participants, as there were significant 
findings for non-white participants (Indirect effect = .13, z = 2.75, p < .05), but not for 
white participants. Results for the moderated mediation are shown in Table 279. 
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Table 279. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 12.56 1.46 8.62 .00
EMOTIONAL -.14 .10 -1.43 .15
Minority Status 6.04 2.29 2.64 .09
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.25 .15 -1.68 .09
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.11 1.98 32.78 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.33 .07 -4.89 .00
EMOTIONAL .29 .12 2.45 .01
Minority Status .45 2.84 .16 .88
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.03 .18 -.17 .87
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .05 .03 1.35 .18
Non-whites .13 .05 2.75 .01
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are shown in Table 280. A 
significant mediating effect was found for non-white participants, but the mediation 
model was not fully supported for white participants. However, all paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. 
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Table 280. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .33 .11 2.96 .00 .39 .16 2.47 .01
b(MX) -.14 .08 -1.68 .10 -.39 .13 -2.95 .00
b(YM.X) -.28 .10 -2.78 .01 -.36 .09 -3.91 .00
b(YX.M) .30 .11 2.64 .01 .25 .15 1.60 .11
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was not found as the path between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.22, t = -2.18, p < .05) was significant, but the path 
between the mediator and psychological health was not significant. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the moderator 
(minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current model. 
Additionally, the indirect effects are similar for white and non-white respondents, as they 
are both non-significant and similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 281. 
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Table 281. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 13.93 1.52 9.16 .00
EMOTIONAL -.22 .10 -2.18 .03
Minority Status 6.19 2.40 2.58 .01
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.25 .16 -1.62 .11
 Psychological Health  
Constant 41.93 2.27 18.50 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.07 .07 -.96 .34
EMOTIONAL .61 .13 4.53 .00
Minority Status 1.91 3.24 .59 .56
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.14 .21 -.69 .49
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .02 .81 .42
Non-whites .03 .04 .90 .37
 
The mediating effect was non-significant for both white and non-white 
participants. However, all paths were in the hypothesized directions. Results for the 
simple tests of mediation are shown in Table 282. 
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Table 282. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .63 .14 4.63 .00 .50 .16 3.11 .00
b(MX) -.22 .08 -2.62 .01 -.47 .14 -3.36 .00
b(YM.X) -.03 .12 -.22 .82 -.10 .09 -1.05 .29
b(YX.M) .62 .14 4.49 .00 .45 .17 2.74 .01
 
Overt Race-based Discrimination. Emotional social support in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where overt race-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between emotional social support and five dependent variables (job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and 
psychological health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship 
between the predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and job satisfaction. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.34, t = -2.56, p < .05) and between the mediator and job satisfaction 
(B = -.07, t = -3.42, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater job satisfaction. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
 
 
378 
 
model. The indirect effects were somewhat different between white and non-white 
participants. Although the indirect effects were similar in size, the findings were 
significant for non-white participants (Indirect effect = .05, z = 2.65, p < .05) only. 
Results are shown in Table 283. 
Table 283. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 17.05 2.01 8.50 .00
EMOTIONAL -.34 .13 -2.56 .01
Minority Status 7.87 3.18 2.48 .01
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.36 .21 -1.74 .08
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 5.59 .81 6.88 .00
Overt race discrimination -.07 .02 -3.42 .00
EMOTIONAL .41 .05 8.26 .00
Minority Status .73 1.19 .62 .54
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.04 .08 -.56 .58
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .02 .01 2.00 .05
Non-whites .05 .02 2.65 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation revealed full support for the 
mediation model in white participants, but not in non-white participants. However, all 
paths were in the hypothesized directions. Table 284 displays the results for the simple 
tests of mediation. 
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Table 284. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .43 .05 8.86 .00 .41 .06 6.65 .00
b(MX) -.34 .12 -2.70 .01 -.70 .17 -4.12 .00
b(YM.X) -.09 .03 -3.52 .00 -.04 .03 -1.42 .16
b(YX.M) .40 .05 8.28 .00 .38 .06 5.93 .00
 
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and organizational commitment. 
Support for overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support 
and perceived discrimination (B = -.35, t = -2.73, p < .05) and between the mediator and 
organizational commitment (B = -.17, t = -3.18, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social 
support was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to greater 
organizational commitment. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are significant for both white 
and non-white participants, and were similar in size. Table 285 displays the results for the 
moderated mediation.  
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Table 285. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 17.21 1.98 8.69 .00
EMOTIONAL -.35 .13 -2.73 .01
Minority Status 7.30 3.14 2.32 .02
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.31 .20 -1.53 .13
 Organizational  
Constant 16.79 2.19 7.66 .00
Overt race discrimination -.17 .05 -3.18 .00
EMOTIONAL 1.00 .13 7.52 .00
Minority Status 2.09 3.19 .66 .51
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.04 .21 -.20 .84
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .03 2.01 .04
Non-whites .11 .04 2.50 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation were somewhat different for white 
and non-white participants. The mediation model is fully supported for white participants 
but is approaching significance in non-white participants. However, all paths were in the 
hypothesized directions. Results are displayed in Table 286. 
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Table 286. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) 1.06 .14 7.79 .00 1.07 .16 6.77 .00
b(MX) -.35 .12 -2.92 .00 -.67 .17 -3.93 .00
b(YM.X) -.20 .08 -2.54 .01 -.14 .07 -1.97 .05
b(YX.M) .99 .14 7.21 .00 .97 .16 5,96 .00
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and intention to turnover. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.40, t = -3.04, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to 
turnover (B = .04, t = 4.47, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to 
less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to less turnover intention. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Further, the indirect effects were significant for both white and non-white 
participants, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 287. 
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Table 287. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 18.01 1.98 9.12 .00
EMOTIONAL -.40 .13 -3.04 .00
Minority Status 8.01 3.15 2.54 .01
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.37 .21 -1.81 .07
 Turnover  
Constant 4.51 .40 11.32 .00
Overt race discrimination .04 .01 4.47 .00
EMOTIONAL -.15 .02 -6.25 .00
Minority Status -1.00 .58 -1.73 .08
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status .06 .04 1.48 .14
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.02 .01 -2.48 .01
Non-whites -.03 .01 -3.24 .00
 
For the separate tests of mediation, a significant mediating effect was found for 
white participants, but the mediation model was only partially supported for non-white 
participants. All paths were in hypothesized directions. Results are displayed in Table 
288. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
383 
 
Table 288. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.17 .02 -6.99 .00 -.13 .03 -4.14 .00
b(MX) -.40 .13 -3.16 .00 -.77 .17 -4.62 .00
b(YM.X) .06 .01 4.44 .00 .03 .01 1.97 .05
b(YX.M) -.14 .02 -6.17 .00 -.11 .03 -3.28 .00
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between emotional social support and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination (B = -.33, t = -2.44, p < .05) and between the mediator and physical health 
(B = -.29, t = -6.28, p < .01) were jointly significant. Social support was related to less 
perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better physical health. No 
significant interaction was found between the predictor (emotional social support) and the 
moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is not a moderator in the current 
model. Further, the indirect effects were significant for both white and non-white 
participants, and were similar in size. Results are displayed in Table 289. 
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Table 289. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 16.85 2.07 8.16 .00
EMOTIONAL -.33 .13 -2.44 .02
Minority Status 7.19 3.30 2.18 .03
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.32 .21 -1.46 .14
 Physical Health  
Constant 65.07 1.89 34.48 .00
Overt race discrimination -.29 .05 -6.28 .00
EMOTIONAL .29 .11 2.59 .01
Minority Status .80 2.77 .29 .77
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.07 .18 -.37 .71
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .09 .04 2.25 .02
Non-whites .19 .06 3.25 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation revealed a significant mediating 
effect was found for white and non-white participants. All paths were hypothesized 
directions. Table 290 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation.  
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Table 290. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .39 .11 3.53 .00 .41 .16 2.59 .01
b(MX) -.33 .13 -2.54 .01 -.64 .18 -3.67 .00
b(YM.X) -.25 .06 -4.21 .00 -.32 .07 -4.60 .00
b(YX.M) .31 .11 2.84 .01 .20 .16 1.31 .19
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between emotional social support and psychological health. Support 
for overall mediation was found as the paths between emotional social support and 
perceived discrimination (B = -.44, t = -3.21, p < .01) and between the mediator and 
psychological health (B = -.13, t = -2.59, p < .05) were jointly significant. Social support 
was related to less perceived discrimination which in turn was related to better 
psychological health. No significant interaction was found between the predictor 
(emotional social support) and the moderator (minority status). Thus, minority status is 
not a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were slightly different for white 
and non-white participants; the indirect effect was significant for non-white participants 
(Indirect effect = .09, z = 2.10, p < .05), but approaching significance for white 
participants. Results are shown in Table 291. 
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Table 291. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Emotional Social Support, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 18.74 2.08 9.01 .00
EMOTIONAL -.44 .14 -3.21 .00
Minority Status 5.71 3.34 1.71 .09
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.22 .22 -1.01 .31
 Psychological Health  
Constant 43.41 2.19 19.79 .00
Overt race discrimination -.13 .05 -2.59 .01
EMOTIONAL .58 .13 4.41 .00
Minority Status 2.11 3.19 .66 .51
EMOTIONAL * Minority Status -.15 .21 -.74 .46
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .06 .03 1.96 .05
Non-whites .09 .04 2.10 .04
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation displayed support for the mediation 
model in non-white participants, but not in white participants. However, all paths were in 
the hypothesized directions. Table 292 shows the results for the simple tests of mediation.  
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Table 292. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Emotional 
Social Support, Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .64 .13 4.84 .00 .51 .16 3.14 .00
b(MX) -.44 .13 -3.36 .00 -.66 .18 -3.65 .00
b(YM.X) -.11 .07 -1.51 .13 -.15 .07 -2.16 .03
b(YX.M) .59 .14 4.37 .00 .41 .17 2.44 .02
 
 
Results for Token Status 
Subtle Sex-based Discrimination. Token status in the workplace was investigated 
as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship 
between token status and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Minority 
status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the 
mediator.  
First, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination was not 
significant and the path between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.14, t = -4.70, p < 
.01) was significant. A significant interaction was not found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (minority status), however the interaction effect was marginally 
significant (B = 4.23, t = 1.97, p = .05). The indirect effects are different between men 
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and women, as there is a significant effect for women (Indirect effect = -.69, z = -2.48, p 
< .05) but not for men. Results are shown in Table 293. 
Table 293. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 11.33 .45 25.02 .00
TOKEN STATUS .67 1.37 .49 .63
Minority Status 1.32 .54 2.45 .01
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status 4.23 2.14 1.97 .05
 Job satisfaction  
Constant 12.37 .44 28.37 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.14 .03 -4.70 .00
TOKEN STATUS .32 .83 .39 .70
Minority Status .31 .33 .95 .35
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status .58 1.30 .45 .66
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.09 .20 -.47 .64
Women -.69 .28 -2.48 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support for the 
mediation model for women, but not for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized 
directions. The path coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority 
group members; however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between 
token status and perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority 
individuals and negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for 
both groups.  Results are shown in Table 294. 
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Table 294. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .23 .89 .25 .80 .22 1.00 .22 .83
b(MX) .67 1.30 .52 .61 4.90 1.68 2.91 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .06 -3.32 .00 -.12 .03 -3.47 .00
b(YX.M) .36 .86 .42 .68 .80 1.00 .81 .42
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was non-significant and the path between the mediator and organizational commitment 
(B = -.36, t = -4.29, p < .01) was significant. No significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (token status) and the moderator (minority status). However, the 
interaction effect was marginally significant (B = 4.04, t = 1.92, p = .06). The indirect 
effects were different between men and women, as the indirect effect was significant for 
women (Indirect effect = -1.75, z = -2.45, p < .05), but not for men. Table 295 displays 
the results for the moderated mediation.  
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Table 295. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 11.11 .45 24.75 .00
TOKEN STATUS .89 1.35 .66 .51
Minority Status 1.52 .53 2.85 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 4.04 2.10 1.92 .06
 Organizational  
Constant 33.33 1.19 28.07 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.36 .08 -4.29 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.56 2.25 -.25 .80
Minority Status 1.87 .90 2.09 .04
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -.62 3.52 -.18 .86
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.32 .50 -.64 .52
Women -1.75 .72 -2.45 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation displayed full support for the model 
in women, but not in men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. The path 
coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority group members; 
however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. 
Table 296 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 296. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.88 2.13 -.41 .68 -2.93 2.82 -1.04 .30
b(MX) .89 1.22 .73 .47 4.93 1.67 2.95 .00
b(YM.X) -.32 .16 -2.08 .04 -.37 .10 -3.75 .00
b(YX.M) -.59 2.11 -.28 .78 -1.12 2.80 -.40 .69
 
 
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was not significant, but the path between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .07, 
t = 5.14, p < .01) was significant. No significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (minority status).However, the interaction 
effect was marginally significant (B = 4.26, t = 1.99, p = .05). The indirect effects 
indicate a difference between men and women, as there is a significant effect for women 
(Indirect effect = .35, z = 2.55, p < .05), but the effect is non-significant for men. Results 
are displayed in Table 297. 
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Table 297. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 11.35 .45 24.97 .00
TOKEN STATUS .65 1.37 .47 .64
Minority Status 1.29 .54 2.39 .02
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status 4.26 2.14 1.99 .05
 Turnover  
Constant 1.82 .20 8.92 .00
Subtle sex discrimination .07 .01 5.14 .00
TOKEN STATUS .10 .39 .25 .80
Minority Status -.00 .15 -.01 .99
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status -.07 .61 -.12 .91
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .05 .10 .46 .64
Women .35 .14 2.55 .01
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate full support for the 
mediation model in women but no support for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized 
directions. The path coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority 
group members; however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between 
token status and perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority 
individuals and negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for 
both groups. Table 298 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 298. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .15 .39 .38 .71 .38 .49 .78 .44
b(MX) .65 1.30 .50 .62 4.91 1.68 2.92 .00
b(YM.X) .09 .03 3.68 .00 .06 .02 3.80 .00
b(YX.M) .09 .37 .23 .82 .07 .48 .14 .89
 
Next, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and physical health. Support for overall mediation 
was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination was non-
significant, but the path between the mediator and physical health (B = -.34, t = -5.29, p < 
.01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = 5.16, t = 2.37, p < .05). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effects are supportive of a difference 
between men and women. The indirect effect was significant for women (Indirect effect = 
-1.73, z = -2.62, p < .05), but not for men. Results are shown in Table 299. 
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Table 299. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 11.38 .46 24.50 .00
TOKEN STATUS .00 1.38 .00 .99
Minority Status 1.07 .55 1.95 .05
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 5.16 2.18 2.37 .02
 Physical Health  
Constant 70.67 .92 77.20 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.34 .06 -5.29 .00
TOKEN STATUS .53 1.67 .32 .75
Minority Status -1.19 .67 -1.76 .08
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -.73 2.66 -.27 .78
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.00 .47 -.00 .99
Women -1.73 .66 -2.62 .01
 
The results of the simple tests of mediation revealed full support of the mediation 
model in women, but no support for men. Also, the path between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. 
Table 300 displays these results. 
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Table 300. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .53 1.63 .33 .74 -1.93 2.17 -.89 .38
b(MX) .00 1.35 .00 .99 5.17 1.70 3.03 .00
b(YM.X) -.23 .11 -2.10 .04 -.38 .08 -4.92 .00
b(YX.M) .53 1.60 .33 .74 .02 2.12 .01 .99
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was not significant, but the path between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.29, 
t = -3.82, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = 4.96, t = 2.21, p < .05). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant 
for women (Indirect effect = -1.55, z = -2.39, p < .05) only. Results are shown in Table 
301. 
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Table 301. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle sex discrimination    
Constant 11.13 .45 24.64 .00
TOKEN STATUS .46 1.45 .32 .75
Minority Status 1.58 .54 2.92 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status 4.96 2.24 2.21 .03
 Psychological Health  
Constant 54.22 1.06 50.96 .00
Subtle sex discrimination -.29 .08 -3.82 .00
TOKEN STATUS .10 2.12 .05 .96
Minority Status -.74 .80 -.92 .35
TOKEN STATUS * Minority Status -3.00 3.30 -.91 .36
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.13 .43 -.31 .76
Women -1.55 .65 -2.39 .02
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated support for the mediation 
model in women, but not in men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. The path 
coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority group members; 
however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. 
Table 302 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation.  
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Table 302. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.03 2.16 -.01 .99 -4.46 2.54 -1.76 .08
b(MX) .46 1.27 .36 .72 5.42 1.80 3.02 .00
b(YM.X) -.17 .15 -1.12 .26 -.32 .09 -3.79 .00
b(YX.M) .05 2.16 .02 .98 -2.70 2.52 -1.07 .28
 
Overt Sex-based Discrimination. Token status in the workplace was investigated 
as a predictor in a model where overt sex-based discrimination mediates the relationship 
between token status and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Minority 
status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the 
mediator.  
First, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination was not 
significant, but the path between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.10, t = -5.36, p < 
.01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = 10.64, t = 3.34, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. Further, the indirect effect is significant for women 
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(Indirect effect = -1.18, z = -3.46, p < .01) but not for men. Results are shown in Table 
303. 
Table 303. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 13.24 .67 19.89 .00
TOKEN STATUS .62 2.04 .30 .76
Minority Status .39 .79 .49 .62
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 10.64 3.19 3.34 .00
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 12.11 .37 32.74 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.10 .02 -5.36 .00
TOKEN STATUS .34 .81 .41 .68
Minority Status .35 .32 1.11 .27
TOKEN STATUS * Minority .92 1.29 .71 .48
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.07 .22 -.30 .76
Women -1.18 .34 -3.46 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation revealed full support of the 
mediation model in women, but not for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. 
The path coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority group 
members; however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token 
status and perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals 
and negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. 
Results are displayed in Table 304. 
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Table 304. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .27 .89 .30 .76 .07 .98 .07 .94
b(MX) .62 2.05 .30 .76 11.26 2.44 4.61 .00
b(YM.X) -.17 .04 -4.69 .00 -.08 .02 -3.29 .00
b(YX.M) .37 .83 .45 .65 .93 .99 .94 .35
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was not significant, but the path between the mediator and organizational commitment (B 
= -.27, t = -4.98, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = 10.44, t = 3.30, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, there was a significant indirect 
effect for women (Indirect effect = -3.05, z = -3.36, p < .01), but not for men. Results are  
displayed in Table 305. 
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Table 305. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 13.03 .67 19.48 .00
TOKEN STATUS .83 2.03 .41 .68
Minority Status .59 .80 .74 .46
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 10.44 3.17 3.30 .00
 Organizational  
Constant 32.84 1.02 32.15 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.27 .05 -4.98 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.59 2.24 -.26 .79
Minority Status 1.79 .88 2.04 .04
TOKEN STATUS * Minority .48 3.53 .14 .89
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.23 .56 -.40 .69
Women -3.05 .91 -3.36 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate support for the mediation 
model in women, but not for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. The path 
coefficients were predicted to differ between minority and majority group members; 
however the directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. 
Table 306 displays the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 306. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.81 2.19 -.37 .71 -3.16 2.81 -1.13 .26
b(MX) .83 2.01 .41 .68 11.27 2.44 4.62 .00
b(YM.X) -.30 .09 -3.26 .00 -.26 .07 -3.84 .00
b(YX.M) -.56 2.11 -.27 .79 -.27 2.84 -.09 .92
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was not significant, but the path between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .05, 
t = 6.01, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = 10.62, t = 3.34, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effect was significant for women 
(Indirect effect = .62, z = 3.62, p < .01), but was non-significant for men. Results are 
shown in Table 307. 
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Table 307. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 13.24 .66 19.98 .00
TOKEN STATUS .62 2.03 .30 .76
Minority Status .42 .79 .53 .60
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 10.62 3.17 3.34 .00
 Turnover  
Constant 1.92 .17 11.05 .00
Overt sex discrimination .05 .01 6.01 .00
TOKEN STATUS .10 .38 .26 .80
Minority Status .00 .15 .01 .99
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -.29 .60 -.47 .64
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .03 .11 .30 .76
Women .62 .17 3.62 .00
 
There was support for the mediation model in women, but all paths were not 
significant for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. The path coefficients 
were predicted to differ between minority and majority group members; however the 
directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. Table 308 
displays the results of the simple tests of mediation for men and women. 
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Table 308. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .13 .39 .34 .73 .43 .48 .90 .37
b(MX) .62 2.05 .30 .76 11.24 2.42 4.63 .00
b(YM.X) .07 .02 4.18 .00 .05 .01 4.45 .00
b(YX.M) .09 .37 .25 .80 -.13 .48 -.27 .78
 
 
Next, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and physical health. Support for overall mediation 
was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination was not 
significant, but the path between the mediator and physical health (B = -.25, t = -5.88, p < 
.01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = 11.21, t = 3.43, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant for 
women (Indirect effect = -2.78, z = -3.48, p < .01) but not for men. Results are displayed 
in Table 309. 
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Table 309. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 13.01 .69 18.88 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.16 2.07 -.08 .94
Minority Status .44 .82 .54 .59
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 11.21 3.26 3.43 .00
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.87 .79 88.15 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.25 .04 -5.88 .00
TOKEN STATUS .75 1.70 .44 .66
Minority Status -1.15 .67 -1.70 .09
TOKEN STATUS * Minority .07 2.72 .03 .98
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men .04 .53 .08 .94
Women -2.78 .80 -3.48 .00
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation are displayed in Table 310. A 
significant mediating effect was found for women but not for men. All paths were in 
hypothesized directions.  
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Table 310. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .79 1.70 .47 .64 -1.96 2.20 -.89 .37
b(MX) -.16 2.02 -.08 .94 11.05 2.55 4.34 .00
b(YM.X) -.27 .07 -3.70 .00 -.24 .05 -4.63 .00
b(YX.M) .74 1.61 .46 .64 .71 2.20 .32 .75
 
Finally, perceived overt sex-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was not found as the path between token status and perceived discrimination 
was not significant, but the path between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.23, 
t = -4.64, p < .01) was significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = 12.43, t = 3.68, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant 
for women (Indirect effect = -2.85, z = -3.32, p < .01) but not for men. Results are 
displayed in Table 311. 
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Table 311. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Gender) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt sex discrimination    
Constant 13.06 .67 19.42 .00
TOKEN STATUS .11 2.18 .05 .96
Minority Status .65 .81 .81 .42
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 12.43 3.38 3.68 .00
 Psychological Health  
Constant 54.03 .91 59.28 .00
Overt sex discrimination -.23 .05 -4.64 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.03 2.10 -.01 .99
Minority Status -1.04 .78 -1.33 .18
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -1.60 3.31 -.48 .63
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Men -.02 .51 -.05 .96
Women -2.85 .86 -3.32 .00
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation displayed support for the model in 
women, not for men. Paths are not in the hypothesized directions. The path coefficients 
were predicted to differ between minority and majority group members; however the 
directions are the same. Specifically, the path between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals. However, it was found to positive for both groups. Table 312 shows 
the results for the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 312. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Men and Women (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = 
Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Men Women 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -.05 2.14 -.02 .98 -4.48 2.56 -1.75 .08
b(MX) .11 2.15 .05 .96 12.53 2.60 4.83 .00
b(YM.X) -.19 .09 -2.15 .03 -.24 .06 -4.15 .00
b(YX.M) -.03 2.11 -.02 .99 -1.42 2.59 -.55 .59
 
 
Subtle Race-based Discrimination.  Token status in the workplace was 
investigated as a predictor in a model where subtle sex-based discrimination mediates the 
relationship between token status and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological 
health). Minority status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the 
predictor and the mediator.  
First, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 6.25, t = 
3.24, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.13, t = -4.67, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = -6.79, t = -3.25, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. The indirect effect is significant for white participants 
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(Indirect effect = -.83, z = -2.61, p < .05), but not for non-white participants. Results are 
displayed in Table 313. 
Table 313. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 10.32 .34 30.40 .00
TOKEN STATUS 6.25 1.93 3.24 .00
Minority Status 2.77 .56 4.99 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -6.79 2.09 -3.25 .00
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 12.28 .35 34.79 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.13 .03 -4.67 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.94 1.13 -.83 .41
Minority Status .41 .33 1.24 .22
TOKEN STATUS * Minority .97 1.22 .79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -.83 .32 -2.61 .01
Non-whites .07 .11 .66 .51
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated support for the mediation 
model in white participants, but not in non-white participants. Moreover, the paths are not 
in hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Results are displayed in Table 
314. 
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Table 314. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -1.77 1.15 -1.54 .12 .10 .47 .21 .84
b(MX) 6.25 1.51 4.15 .00 -.54 .96 -.56 .58
b(YM.X) -.14 .05 -2.87 .00 -.13 .03 -3.71 .00
b(YX.M) -.88 1.17 -.75 .46 .03 .45 .06 .95
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and organizational commitment. Support for 
overall mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived 
discrimination (B = 6.35, t = 3.35, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational 
commitment (B = -.32, t = -4.02, p < .01) were jointly significant. No significant 
interaction was found between the predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -6.43, t 
= -3.13, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect 
effect was significant for white participants (Indirect effect = -2.03, z = -2.53, p < .05), 
but not for non-white participants. Results of the moderated mediation are shown in 
Table 315. 
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Table 315. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 10.22 .33 30.59 .00
TOKEN STATUS 6.35 1.89 3.35 .00
Minority Status 2.67 .55 4.86 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -6.43 2.05 -3.13 .00
 Organizational  
Constant 32.90 .97 33.76 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.32 .08 -4.02 .00
TOKEN STATUS -4.88 3.08 -1.58 .11
Minority Status 2.76 .91 3.03 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 3.87 3.33 1.16 .25
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -2.03 .80 -2.53 .01
Non-whites .03 .26 .10 .92
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicate a lack of support of the 
mediation model for both white and non-white participants. However, the mediation 
model was marginally supported in white participants. Moreover, the paths are not in 
hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Results are displayed in Table 
316. 
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Table 316. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -6.91 3.14 -2.20 .03 -.98 1.25 -.78 .44
b(MX) 6.35 1.44 4.42 .00 -.08 .96 -.08 .93
b(YM.X) -.28 .14 -1.94 .05 -.34 .09 -3.63 .00
b(YX.M) -5.12 3.26 -1.57 .12 -1.01 1.21 -.83 .41
 
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
6.19, t = 3.20, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .08, t = 
6.37, p < .01) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -6.44, t = -3.08, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant 
for white participants (Indirect effect = .52, z = 2.83, p < .01), but not for non-white 
participants. Results are displayed in Table 317. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
412 
 
Table 317. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 10.38 .34 30.57 .00
TOKEN STATUS 6.19 1.93 3.20 .00
Minority Status 2.62 .56 4.70 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -6.44 2.09 -3.08 .00
 Turnover  
Constant 1.89 .16 11.61 .00
Subtle race discrimination .08 .01 6.37 .00
TOKEN STATUS .43 .52 .83 .41
Minority Status -.38 .15 -2.52 .01
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -.45 .56 -.81 .42
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .52 .18 2.83 .00
Non-whites -.02 .07 -.32 .75
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation were indicated full support of the 
mediation model in white participants, but not in non-white participants. Moreover, the 
paths are not in hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Results are displayed 
in Table 318. 
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Table 318. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
                Whites             Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .95 .54 1.76 .08 .04 .22 -.19 .85
b(MX) 6.19 1.53 4.05 .00 -.25 .95 -.27 .79
b(YM.X) .10 .02 4.40 .00 .07 .02 4.71 .00
b(YX.M) .33 .54 .62 .54 -.02 .21 -.10 .92
 
Next, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and physical health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
4.86, t = 2.48, p < .05) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.33, t = -5.15, 
p < .01) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -5.85, t = -2.76, p < .05). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect was significant 
for white respondents (Indirect effect = -1.59, z = -2.20, p < .05) only. Table 319 displays 
the results for the moderated mediation. 
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Table 319. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 10.30 .33 30.83 .00
TOKEN STATUS 4.86 1.96 2.48 .01
Minority Status 2.74 .56 4.87 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -5.85 2.12 -2.76 .01
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.58 .77 90.16 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.33 .06 -5.15 .00
TOKEN STATUS -3.44 2.41 -1.42 .15
Minority Status -.79 .71 -1.11 .27
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 5.36 2.60 2.06 .04
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -1.59 .72 -2.20 .03
Non-whites .32 .27 1.19 .23
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support of the 
mediation model in white participants, but not in non-white participants. Moreover, the 
paths are not in hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Table 320 displays 
the results for the simple tests of mediation.  
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Table 320. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -5.03 2.31 -2.18 .03 2.24 1.07 2.09 .04
b(MX) 4.86 1.61 3.01 .00 -.99 .94 -1.04 .30
b(YM.X) -.25 .10 -2.57 .01 -.37 .09 -4.38 .00
b(YX.M) -3.80 2.33 -1.63 .10 1.87 1.02 1.83 .07
 
 
Finally, perceived subtle race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
6.18, t = 3.17, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.17, t = -
2.38, p < .05) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -6.46, t = -3.05, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effects were not significant for 
white or non-white participants, however the indirect effect for white participants was 
approaching significance (Indirect effect = -1.04, z = -1.84, p = .06). Results are shown in 
Table 321. 
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Table 321. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Subtle 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Subtle race discrimination    
Constant 10.40 .35 29.71 .00
TOKEN STATUS 6.18 1.95 3.17 .00
Minority Status 2.72 .58 4.64 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -6.46 2.12 -3.05 .00
 Psychological Health  
Constant 52.14 .88 59.17 .00
Subtle race discrimination -.17 .07 -2.38 .02
TOKEN STATUS -3.78 2.74 -1.38 .17
Minority Status -.32 .83 -.38 .70
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 4.68 2.97 1.57 .12
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -1.04 .56 -1.84 .06
Non-whites .05 .15 .32 .75
 
The mediation model was not fully supported for either white or non-white 
participants. Moreover, the paths are not in hypothesized directions. The relationship 
between token status and perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for 
minority individuals and negative for majority individuals, however the opposite was 
found. Table 322 displays these results. 
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Table 322. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Subtle Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -4.82 2.79 -1.72 .09 .95 1.12 .85 .40
b(MX) 6.18 1.55 3.99 .00 -.29 1.00 -.29 .77
b(YM.X) -.15 .12 -1.20 .23 -.18 .08 -2.14 .03
b(YX.M) -3.91 2.89 -1.35 .18 .90 1.11 .81 .42
 
Overt Race-based Discrimination. Token status in the workplace was investigated 
as a predictor in a model where overt race-based discrimination mediates the relationship 
between token status and five dependent variables (job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, intention to turnover, physical health, and psychological health). Minority 
status was investigated as a moderator in the relationship between the predictor and the 
mediator.  
First, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and job satisfaction. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 13.52, t = 
5.18, p < .01) and between the mediator and job satisfaction (B = -.10, t = -4.87, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = -14.75, t = -5.22, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect is significant for white 
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participants (Indirect effect = -1.39, z = -3.51, p < .01), but not for non-white participants. 
Results are shown in Table 323. 
Table 323. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction, Mod = Race) 
Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 11.34 .46 24.88 .00
TOKEN STATUS 13.52 2.61 5.18 .00
Minority Status 3.46 .75 4.60 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -14.75 2.82 -5.22 .00
 Job Satisfaction  
Constant 12.09 .31 39.03 .00
Overt race discrimination -.10 .02 -4.87 .00
TOKEN STATUS -.38 1.16 -.33 .74
Minority Status .29 .33 .87 .38
TOKEN STATUS * Minority .46 1.25 .36 .72
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -1.39 .40 -3.51 .00
Non-whites .13 .12 1.09 .28
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated support for the mediation 
model in white participants, but not in non-white participants. Moreover, the paths are not 
in hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Table 324 displays the results for 
the simple tests of mediation. 
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Table 324. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Job Satisfaction) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -1.78 1.16 -1.53 .13 .20 .47 .42 .67
b(MX) 13.52 2.29 5.91 .00 -1.23 1.22 -1.01 .32
b(YM.X) -.14 .03 -4.26 .00 -.08 .03 -2.77 .01
b(YX.M) .10 1.21 .08 .94 .10 .46 .23 .82
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and organizational commitment. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
13.60, t = 5.25, p < .01) and between the mediator and organizational commitment (B = -
.26, t = -4.50, p < .01) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found 
between the predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -14.39, t = -5.13, p < .01). 
Thus, minority status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect 
was significant for white participants (Indirect effect = -3.52, z = -3.38, p < .01) but not 
for non-white participants. Results are shown in Table 325. 
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Table 325. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 11.25 .45 24.78 .00
TOKEN STATUS 13.60 2.59 5.25 .00
Minority Status 3.43 .75 4.55 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -14.39 2.80 -5.13 .00
 Organizational  
Constant 32.72 .84 39.08 .00
Overt race discrimination -.26 .06 -4.50 .00
TOKEN STATUS -3.55 3.12 -1.13 .26
Minority Status 2.33 .90 2.59 .01
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 2.66 3.37 .79 .43
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -3.52 1.04 -3.38 .00
Non-whites .20 .29 .71 .48
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support of the 
mediation model for white participants only. Moreover, the paths are not in hypothesized 
directions. The relationship between token status and perceived discrimination was 
predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for majority individuals, 
however the opposite was found. Results are displayed in Table 326. 
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Table 326. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites/Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med 
= Overt Discrimination, DV = Organizational Commitment) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -7.08 3.14 -2.25 .03 -.69 1.25 -.55 .58
b(MX) 13.60 2.23 6.09 .00 -.79 1.23 -.64 .52
b(YM.X) -.28 .09 -3.03 .00 -.25 .07 -3.36 .00
b(YX.M) -3.29 3.33 -.98 .32 -.88 1.22 -.72 .47
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and intention to turnover. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
13.41, t = 5.09, p < .01) and between the mediator and intention to turnover (B = .06, t = -
5.92, p < .01) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -14.35, t = -5.04, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effects were 
significant for white participants (Indirect effect = .76, z = 3.83, p < .01) but not for non-
white participants. Results are displayed in Table 327. 
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Table 327. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 11.44 .46 24.88 .00
TOKEN STATUS 13.41 2.64 5.09 .00
Minority Status 3.31 .76 4.34 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -14.35 2.85 -5.04 .00
 Turnover  
Constant 2.09 .14 14.72 .00
Overt race discrimination .06 .01 5.92 .00
TOKEN STATUS .21 .53 .39 .70
Minority Status -.26 .15 -1.71 .09
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -.27 .57 -.46 .64
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites .76 .20 3.83 .00
Non-whites -.05 .06 -.85 .40
 
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation indicated full support of the 
mediation model for white participants, but not for non-white participants. Moreover, the 
paths are not in hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and 
perceived discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and 
negative for majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Table 328 displays 
the results for the simple tests of mediation.  
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Table 328.  
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Intention to Turnover) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) .97 .54 1.79 .07 -.11 .22 -.52 .61
b(MX) 13.41 2.35 5.71 .00 -.94 1.21 -.77 .44
b(YM.X) .08 .01 5.28 .00 .04 .01 3.26 .00
b(YX.M) -.05 .55 -.09 .93 -.07 .21 -.34 .73
 
 
Next, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator in 
the relationship between token status and physical health. Support for overall mediation 
was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 12.17, t = 
4.38, p < .01) and between the mediator and physical health (B = -.29, t = -6.61, p < .01) 
were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the predictor (token 
status) and the moderator (B = -13.92, t = -4.64, p < .01). Thus, minority status is a 
moderator in the current model. Additionally, the indirect effect is significant for white 
participants (Indirect effect = -3.56, z = -3.62, p < .01) but not for non-white participants. 
Results are shown in Table 329. 
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Table 329. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Physical Health, Mod = Race) 
 Predictor                                    B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 11.33 .47 24.09 .00
TOKEN STATUS 12.17 2.78 4.38 .00
Minority Status 3.53 .80 4.41 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -13.92 3.00 -4.64 .00
 Physical Health  
Constant 69.58 .64 108.66 .00
Overt race discrimination -.29 .04 -6.61 .00
TOKEN STATUS -1.53 2.41 -.63 .53
Minority Status -.72 .70 -1.02 .30
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 3.26 2.62 1.25 .21
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -3.56 .98 -3.62 .00
Non-whites .51 .34 1.49 .14
 
The mediation model was fully supported for white participants, but was not 
supported for non-white participants. Moreover, the paths are not in hypothesized 
directions. The relationship between token status and perceived discrimination was 
predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for majority individuals, 
however the opposite was found. Results are displayed in Table 330. 
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Table 330. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Physical Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -5.10 2.33 -2.19 .03 2.24 1.09 2.06 .04
b(MX) 12.17 2.51 4.85 .00 -1.75 1.26 -1.39 .17
b(YM.X) -.27 .06 -4.38 .00 -.31 .06 -4.85 .00
b(YX.M) -1.81 2.35 -.77 .44 1.70 1.03 1.65 .10
 
Finally, perceived overt race-based discrimination was investigated as a mediator 
in the relationship between token status and psychological health. Support for overall 
mediation was found as the paths between token status and perceived discrimination (B = 
13.35, t = 5.02, p < .01) and between the mediator and psychological health (B = -.19, t = 
-3.60, p < .01) were jointly significant. A significant interaction was found between the 
predictor (token status) and the moderator (B = -14.45, t = -4.99, p < .01). Thus, minority 
status is a moderator in the current model. The indirect effect is significant for white 
participants (Indirect effect = -2.47, z = -2.88, p < .01) but not for non-white participants. 
Table 331 displays the results for the moderated mediation. 
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Table 331. 
Results of Moderated Mediation (PREDICTOR = Token Status, Med = Overt 
Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health, Mod = Race) 
   Predictor                                       B        SE  t     p 
 Overt race discrimination    
Constant 11.50 .47 24.31 .00
TOKEN STATUS 13.35 2.66 5.02 .00
Minority Status 3.43 .80 4.28 .00
TOKEN STATUS * Minority -14.45 2.89 -4.99 .00
 Psychological Health  
Constant 52.67 .76 69.17 .00
Overt race discrimination -.19 .05 -3.60 .00
TOKEN STATUS -2.49 2.78 -.90 .37
Minority Status -.45 .83 -.55 .59
TOKEN STATUS * Minority 3.40 3.02 1.13 .26
Minority Status    Indirect Effect          SE   z    p 
Whites -2.47 .86 -2.88 .00
Non-whites .20 .23 .90 .37
 
The results for the separate tests of mediation exhibited a lack of support for the 
mediation model in either white or non-white participants. Moreover, the paths are not in 
hypothesized directions. The relationship between token status and perceived 
discrimination was predicted to be positive for minority individuals and negative for 
majority individuals, however the opposite was found. Results are shown in Table 332. 
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Table 332. 
Results of Simple Mediation for Whites and Non-whites (PREDICTOR = Token Status, 
Med = Overt Discrimination, DV = Psychological Health) 
 Whites Non-whites 
 B SE t p B SE t p 
b(YX) -4.97 2.79 -1.78 .08 1.12 1.13 .99 .33
b(MX) 13.35 2.39 5.59 .00 -1.10 1.27 -.87 .39
b(YM.X) -.15 .08 -1.93 .06 -.21 .07 -3.19 .00
b(YX.M) -2.94 2.97 -.99 .32 .88 1.10 .80 .43
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Table 333. 
Summary of Significant Results for Perceived Equal Employment Opportunity 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X   X  X 
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health X  X X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X  X X X X 
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
X   X  X 
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
X  X X X X 
Subtle race ? Psych health       
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Psych health X  X X  X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 334. 
Summary of Significant Results for Minority Segmentation 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health X  X X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
   X X X 
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
   X X X 
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
   X X X 
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
 X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Psych health       
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X   X X X 
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
X   X X X 
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Physical health X X  X X X 
Overt race ? Psych health X   X X X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 335. 
Summary of Significant Results for Diversity Climate 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X   
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
      
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health X  X X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health X   X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction X  X X X  
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X   
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
 X     
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X X X X X X 
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
X X X X X X 
Subtle race ? Psych health  X     
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X X X X X  
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
 X     
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X X X X X  
Overt race ? Physical health X X X X X X 
Overt race ? Psych health X X X X  X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 336. 
Summary of Significant Results for Instrumental Social Support 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction X   X X  
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X      
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X   X X X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health X   X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health X   X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction X    X  
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X      
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
X X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X X X X X X 
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
   X X X 
Subtle race ? Psych health       
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X   X X  
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
X      
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X  
Overt race ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Psych health X   X  X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 337. 
Summary of Significant Results for Emotional Social Support 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction X      
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
      
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X   X X X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health    X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health X   X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction X      
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X  X 
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt sex ? Psych health X  X X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
 X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
 X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
 X  X X X 
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
   X  X 
Subtle race ? Psych health       
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X   X X  
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
X  X X X  
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X  X X X  
Overt race ? Physical health X  X X X X 
Overt race ? Psych health X   X  X 
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
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Table 338. 
Summary of Significant Results for Token Status 
Path Overall 
model 
Interaction Majority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Minority 
Indirect 
Effect 
Majority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Minority 
Simple 
Mediation 
Subtle sex ? Job Satisfaction    X  X 
Subtle sex ? Org 
Commitment 
   X  X 
Subtle sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
   X  X 
Subtle sex ? Physical health  X  X  X 
Subtle sex ? Psych health  X  X  X 
Overt sex ? Job Satisfaction  X  X  X 
Overt sex ? Org 
Commitment 
 X  X  X 
Overt sex ? Intent to 
Turnover 
 X  X  X 
Overt sex ? Physical health  X  X  X 
Overt sex ? Psych health  X  X  X 
Subtle race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X X X  X  
Subtle race ? Org 
Commitment 
X X X  X  
Subtle race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X X X  X  
Subtle race ? Physical 
health 
X X X  X  
Subtle race ? Psych health X X     
Overt race ? Job 
Satisfaction 
X X X  X  
Overt race ? Org 
Commitment 
X X X  X  
Overt race ? Intent to 
Turnover 
X X X  X  
Overt race ? Physical health X X X  X  
Overt race ? Psych health X X X    
X indicates a significant finding at p < .05 
 
Discussion 
 
Summary of Results for Equal Employment Opportunity 
 Hypothesis 1 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between equal employment opportunity and outcomes. However, minority 
status would not moderate the relationship between EEO and perceived discrimination. 
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Both minority and majority group members would report a negative relationship between 
EEO and perceived discrimination, a positive relationship between EEO and job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health and psychological health, and a 
negative relationship with turnover intention. 
Taken together, there is strong support for the mediating role of perceived 
discrimination in the relationship between perceived equal employment opportunity and 
workplace outcomes. The relationship is consistent regardless of whether one is 
considering subtle or overt discrimination and/or sex-based or race-based discrimination. 
All twenty models examined revealed support for this finding.  
 This relationship does not appear to be different for Men and Women, or whites 
and nonwhites. In most of the twenty models examined, the indirect effects and/or path 
coefficients were significant for men and women or whites and non-whites. There were 
exceptions to this in seven of the twenty models. In six of these cases, all paths or 
indirects were significant except for one path or one indirect that approached 
significance. For example, in the model examining perceived subtle race-based 
discrimination as mediator in the relationship between EEO and organizational 
commitment, the path coefficient in the simple test of mediation for white participants 
approached significance whereas all other paths and the indirect were significant. This is 
likely a power issue that would be resolved with a larger sample.  
Minority status does not appear to moderate the relationship between EEO and 
perceived discrimination, as none of the twenty models found a significant interaction 
between EEO and minority status in predicting perceived discrimination. Thus, perceived 
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strength of a company’s EEO policy is an important consideration in lessening feelings of 
unfair treatment across categories of employees.  
Summary of Results for Minority Segmentation 
 Hypothesis 2 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between minority segmentation and outcomes. Minority status would 
moderate the relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination. It 
was predicted that minority individuals would report a positive relationship between 
minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, a negative relationship between 
minority segmentation and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health 
and psychological health, and a positive relationship with turnover intention. Majority 
individuals, on the other hand, would report a negative relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination, a positive relationship between minority 
segmentation and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health and 
psychological health, and a negative relationship with turnover intention. 
Taken together, the results for minority segmentation indicate that there is an 
overall effect of minority segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination. 
The models for subtle sex discrimination, overt sex discrimination and overt race 
discrimination all demonstrated support for mediation, suggesting that minority 
segmentation is related to increased perceived discrimination, which in turn leads to 
poorer outcomes. The five models that investigated subtle race discrimination did not 
indicate full support for the mediation model. However, in all cases all of the paths were 
significant except one that approached significance. Thus, minority segmentation does 
relate to perceived discrimination across groups of employees, and differentially 
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grouping the workforce by gender or ethnicity can negatively impact outcomes. 
However, there were differences between white/nonwhite participants and men-women. 
The results for men and women seemed to indicate support for the overall 
mediation model, but there was no support for minority status as a moderator, the indirect 
effects were significant for both groups in every case, and the path coefficients support 
mediation for both groups in nearly every case. Thus, the relationship of minority 
segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination does not appear to differ 
based on gender. 
The results for white and non-white participants were less straightforward. In two 
of the ten models investigated, minority status was found to be a moderator in the 
relationship between minority segmentation and perceived discrimination. In six of the 
remaining models, this interaction effect was marginally significant. Moreover, the 
indirect effects support a possible difference between white and non-white individuals. In 
eight of the ten models investigated, tests of non-white individuals exhibited a significant 
indirect effect, whereas tests of white individuals did not. However, the simple tests of 
mediation reveal a different scenario as both groups displayed support for the model in 
most cases. Based on these findings, it is difficult to conclude that the effect of minority 
segmentation on outcomes through perceived discrimination differs between white and 
non-white individuals. However, the pattern of results suggests there may be ethnic 
differences. It is possible that a larger sample of employees would better reveal the group 
differences. 
Finally, the directions of the path coefficients are different than expected. It was 
hypothesized that minority group members would exhibit a positive relationship between 
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minority segmentation and perceived discrimination, as minorities are more likely to be 
treated unfairly as they are grouped together within an organization. Conversely, majority 
group members were expected to exhibit a negative relationship between minority 
segmentation and perceived discrimination, as they are likely to benefit from ethnic 
grouping. Next, it was predicted that minority group members would report a poorer job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health, and psychological health with 
increasing minority segmentation. Also, they would experience a positive relationship 
between minority segmentation and intention to turnover. The rationale was that minority 
individuals will realize they are being grouped into an area with less prestige and 
influence, and this will negatively impact work attitudes and health. The opposite 
directions were predicted for majority group members as they will realize that they are 
surrounded by others with power and influence, and this will positively affect work 
attitudes and health. However, path directions were identical across models and between 
men/women and whites/non-whites. In each case, greater minority segmentation was 
associated with more perceived discrimination. Thus, as a workplace became more 
grouped by minority status, individuals felt more unfair treatment, regardless of minority 
status. It seems that majority group members may not receive more benefits as the 
workplace becomes segmented; people from all groups are at a disadvantage. Also, 
across models there was a positive relationship between minority segmentation and 
intention to turnover, and a negative relationship with the other work attitude and health 
outcomes. Thus, as a workplace became more segmented, individuals reported less job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health, and psychological health, and a 
greater intention to turnover. This is somewhat puzzling as one would expect a worker to 
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experience more positive outcomes as they are surrounded by more similar others. 
However, it is possible that an organization which funnels minority group members into 
certain areas has other negative environmental characteristics which make it an 
undesirable place to work. Employees may not experience unfair treatment based on race 
or sex (because they are surrounded by similar others) but they may experience unfair 
treatment for other reasons. For example, management may unfairly treat all employees 
below a certain level or in certain types of positions. Or perhaps a company which 
archaically sorts employees based on physical characteristics also has archaic technology, 
ancient buildings, and outdated policies.      
The wording of the minority segmentation scale may account for the difference in 
findings between men and women, and whites and non-whites. The scale refers to 
majority and minority group members without defining what is meant by “minority”. It is 
possible that respondents associated race or ethnicity with minority status more often than 
gender when responding to these questions. Thus, when ethnic minorities were answering 
questions about minority segmentation, they were thinking about themselves whereas 
ethnic majority individuals were thinking about others. Whom men or women were 
thinking of depended on their ethnicity. Regardless of the group comparisons, there 
seemed to be overall support for the model where perceived discrimination mediated the 
relationship between minority segmentation and outcomes. There were no differences 
between men and women, although both groups exhibited significant indirect effects. 
There were differences between whites and non-whites, where the indirect effects were 
significant for non-white participants only. The indirect effects appear significant for both 
men and women because both of these groups are composed of roughly equal ethnic 
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groups. The group differences in this model are ethnic differences. Non-white individuals 
report a relationship between minority segmentation and discrimination because they 
were likely referring to their ethnic group when responding to items. White individuals, 
on the other hand, were specifically envisioning their group as “majority group members” 
when responding to the items. 
Summary of Results for Diversity Climate 
 
Hypothesis 3 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between diversity climate and outcomes. Minority status would moderate the 
relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination. It was predicted that 
minority individuals would report a negative relationship between diversity climate and 
perceived discrimination, a positive relationship between diversity climate and job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health, and psychological health, and a 
negative relationship with intent to turnover. Majority individuals, on the other hand, 
would report a positive relationship between diversity climate and perceived 
discrimination, and negative relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, physical health and psychological health, and a positive 
relationship with turnover intention. 
Taken together, there was overall support for the mediation model where 
perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between diversity climate and the 
outcomes. Of the twenty models examined, sixteen displayed full support for the model 
and one model with all paths significant except a single path approaching significance. 
The three remaining models all involved race-based discrimination. However, there does 
appear to be a general relationship of diversity climate on work outcomes and health 
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through perceived discrimination. Specifically, a more positive diversity climate is 
associated with less perceived discrimination, which in turn is related to better outcomes.  
There appears to be a difference between sex-based and raced-based 
discrimination in the model. In the ten models that included sex-based discrimination, 
there was no support for minority status as a moderator in the relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination. Moreover, none of the indirect effects 
differed between men and women. However, some of path coefficient results differed 
between men and women. For example, there was not full support of the model for men 
with regards to the physical and psychological health outcomes with subtle perceived 
discrimination as the moderator, and with psychological health as the outcome with overt 
perceived discrimination as the moderator. In these cases, just one of the paths did not 
reach significance, while all others were significant. These isolated cases may reveal 
gender differences with regards to a specific outcome, but as a whole, men and women 
do not appear to differ on the mediation model.  
On the other hand, all ten of the models comparing white to non-white 
participants demonstrated support for minority status as a moderator in the relationship 
between diversity climate and the perceived discrimination. This means the relationship 
between diversity climate and perceived race-based discrimination differs by ethnic 
group. However, this difference was not reflected in the indirect effects or path 
coefficients of the simple tests mediation, as they were jointly significant or non-
significant in most cases. It is possible to have evidence of minority status as a moderator 
but no significant differences in the mediation models. The moderator is only indicating 
the presence of an interaction effect between the moderator variable and the predictor on 
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the mediator, whereas the indirect effects are also taking into account the dependent 
variables. The interaction effects in each model are negative, indicating that the slope of 
the relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination are steeper for 
minority group members compared to majority group members. Finally, the path 
coefficients did not match hypothesized directions. It was hypothesized that path 
directions would differ between minority and majority group members. First, it was 
predicted that minority group members would experience a negative relationship between 
diversity climate and perceived discrimination. Because minority group members are 
likely beneficiaries of a positive diversity climate, their perceptions of unfair treatment 
would decrease as the diversity climate becomes stronger. Additionally, as the diversity 
climate becomes stronger, outcomes would become more positive. Conversely, majority 
group members were predicted to experience a positive relationship between diversity 
climate and perceived discrimination. Since majority group members are likely to lose 
power and influence and these benefits are dispersed among minority group members, 
they would experience more perceptions of unfair treatment as the diversity climate 
strengthens. Moreover, their outcomes would become more negative with a stronger 
diversity climate. However, the results indicated no differences in path directions 
between majority and minority group members. Across all models, there was a negative 
relationship between diversity climate and perceived discrimination. Apparently all 
individuals perceived less unfair treatment as the diversity climate improved. It is 
possible that a strengthened diversity climate improves fairness for everyone, and the loss 
of benefits in either unnoticed or nonexistent in majority group members. Additionally, 
results indicated a positive relationship between diversity climate and job satisfaction, 
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organizational commitment, physical health, and psychological health, as well as a 
negative relationship with intention to turnover. All workers perceived more positive 
outcomes as diversity climate improved. Again, a strong diversity climate may foster 
benefits for all employees regardless of gender or ethnicity. 
Summary of Results for Instrumental Social Support 
 Hypothesis 4 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between instrumental social support and outcomes for minority individuals, 
but not for majority individuals. Minority status would not moderate the relationship 
between instrumental social support and perceived discrimination. Minority individuals 
would report a negative relationship between instrumental social support and perceived 
discrimination, a positive relationship between instrumental social support and job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical health and psychological health, and 
negative relationship with intent to turnover. Majority group members, on the other hand, 
would report no relationship between instrumental social support and perceived 
discrimination. However, they would report relationships between instrumental social 
support and outcomes in the same directions and minority group members. 
Taken together, there was support for the overall model. In eighteen of the twenty 
models examined, perceived discrimination mediated the relationship between 
instrumental social support and the outcomes. In one other model, all paths were 
significant save one that approached significance. As a whole, there seems to be support 
that instrumental social support plays a role in affecting perceived discrimination in the 
workplace, across gender or ethnic groups. However, there were differences between men 
and women and between white and non-white respondents. 
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 First, there was no support for the moderating role of minority status in the 
relationship between instrumental social support and perceived sex-based discrimination. 
However, the results differ for subtle and overt discrimination. The indirect effects and 
simple mediation tests for subtle sex-based discrimination revealed differences between 
men and women. In many of these cases, the mediation model was supported for women, 
but not for men. But for overt sex-based discrimination, the indirect effects and simple 
mediation follow-up tests were more similar between men and women. This likely 
indicates a difference in type of perceived discrimination in the workplace. Since this 
pattern of findings was very similar for emotional social support, reasons for these results 
will be discussed in a later section.  It was hypothesized that there would be no mediation 
for majority group members, as majority group members tend to attribute a lack of social 
support to other factors than discrimination. This was somewhat supported, but 
apparently the type of discrimination is important. 
 For race-based discrimination, on the other hand, there was some evidence of the 
moderating role of minority status in the relationship between instrumental social support 
and perceived discrimination. The interaction effect was significant in three of the ten 
models examined, and marginal in an additional four models. This lends some support for 
ethnic differences in this particular relationship. The indirect effects and tests of simple 
mediation were also different between white and non-white individuals in many cases, 
lending further support for group differences. In most instances where there were group 
differences, the model was significant for non-white individuals and non-significant for 
white individuals. This supports the hypothesis for instrumental social support. Majority 
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group members (e.g. white individuals) will attribute an absence of social support at work 
to other factors than unfair treatment. 
Across the instrumental social support models, the paths conformed to 
hypothesized directions. It was predicted that there would be a negative relationship 
between instrumental social support and perceived discrimination, a negative relationship 
between perceived discrimination and outcomes, and a positive relationship between 
instrumental social support and outcomes. Paths were supported for both majority and 
minority group members. Although a lack of mediation was expected for majority group 
members, one would still expect to see the individual paths in the hypothesized 
directions. 
Summary of Results for Emotional Social Support 
 Hypothesis 5 predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate the 
relationship between emotional social support and outcomes for minority individuals, but 
not for majority individuals. Minority status would not moderate the relationship between 
emotional social support and perceived discrimination. Minority individuals would report 
a negative relationship between emotional social support and perceived discrimination, a 
positive relationship between emotional social support and job satisfaction, 
organizational commitment, physical health and psychological health, and negative 
relationship with intent to turnover. Majority group members, on the other hand, would 
report no relationship between emotional social support and perceived discrimination. 
However, they would report relationships between emotional social support and 
outcomes in the same directions and minority group members. 
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 Taken together, there appears to be overall support for the mediation model, 
where perceived discrimination mediates the relationship between emotional social 
support and outcomes. This model was fully supported in 13 of the 20 models examined, 
and marginally supported in an additional five models. Thus, strong emotional support 
can be an important organizational factor in reducing perceived discrimination and 
improving work attitudes and outcomes.    
Results differed for the emotional social support predictor depending on what 
type of discrimination one is considering. For sex-based discrimination, there did not 
appear to differences between men and women. Minority status was not found to be a 
moderator in any of the ten models examined. The majority of the indirect effects and 
tests of simple mediation did not differ between men and women. In cases where there 
were differences, one group was marginally significant while the other was significant. 
Taken together, there does not appear to be strong support for a gender differences.  
For race-based discrimination, there was some support for the moderating role of 
minority status in the relationship between emotional social support and perceived 
discrimination. There was support for the moderating role of minority status in the 
relationship between emotional social support and perceived discrimination for work 
attitude outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, organizational commitment, intention to turnover) 
but not health outcomes. However, there were more marginally significant than 
significant interaction effects as a whole. Further, only half of the indirect effects and 
tests of simple mediation revealed group differences in mediating effects. Taken together, 
it appears there some effect of ethnicity, but it is difficult to draw strong conclusions 
based on the mixed results.  
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Across the emotional social support models, the paths conformed to hypothesized 
directions. It was predicted that there would be a negative relationship between emotional 
social support and perceived discrimination, a negative relationship between perceived 
discrimination and outcomes, and a positive relationship between emotional social 
support and outcomes. Paths were supported for both majority and minority group 
members. Although a lack of mediation was expected for majority group members, one 
would still expect to see the individual paths in the hypothesized directions. 
Summary of Results for Token Status 
 In hypothesis six, it was predicted that perceived discrimination would mediate 
the relationship between token status and outcomes. Minority status would moderate the 
relationship between token status and perceived discrimination. Minority individuals 
would report a positive relationship between tokenism and perceived discrimination, a 
negative relationship between tokenism and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
physical health and psychological health, in addition to a negative relationship with 
intention to turnover. Majority group individuals, on the other hand, would report a 
negative relationship between tokenism and perceived discrimination, a positive 
relationship between tokenism and job satisfaction, organizational commitment, physical 
health and psychological health, in addition to a positive relationship with intent to 
turnover.   
 The findings for token status differ considerably based on whether one is 
considering sex-based discrimination or race-based discrimination. For sex-based 
discrimination there was no evidence for the overall mediation model. However, there 
was evidence for the moderating role of minority status in the relationship between token 
 
 
447 
 
status and perceived discrimination. Moreover, in each of the comparisons of indirect 
effects and tests of simple mediation, there were significant differences between men and 
women. Specifically, the models were significant for women, but not for men.  
 The findings were very different within race-based discrimination models. Here, 
the overall model was supported in every case. That is, perceived discrimination 
mediated the role between token status and outcomes. Additionally, the interaction effect 
between token status and minority status was significant in each model. There were also 
significant differences between white and non-white respondents in the majority of the 
indirect effects and tests of simple mediation. In each case, the model was significant for 
white individuals rather than non-white individuals.  
 The differences between sex-based and race-based discrimination illustrate how 
token status differentially affects different groups. Regardless of the model examined, 
token status exhibited a positive relationship with perceived discrimination, meaning the 
predicted levels of perceived discrimination were higher for tokens than non-tokens. 
Also, minority status moderated the relationship between token status and both types of 
discrimination, indicating the “type” of token matters. First, the indirect effects were 
significant for women, but not men. Thus, token status plays an important role in 
reporting discrimination, and in turn, affecting outcomes for women. The literature 
review highlighted studies which found high levels of perceived discrimination and poor 
workplace outcomes among female tokens. On the other hand, male tokens tend to stand 
out in a positive way, often receiving benefits for their token status.  Thus, token or not, 
factors other than token status are likely to impact perceived discrimination and outcomes 
for men. However, female token status is likely to play a large role in the specified 
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mediation model. Interestingly, the situation was reversed when race was considered: the 
mediation models were significant for majority group members (i.e. white individuals) 
but not minority group members. In this case, the situation for non-white individuals may 
be similar to men. Token or not, men are likely to be treated the same (i.e. well). 
Similarly, non-white individuals may be treated the same (i.e. poorly), token or not. Non-
white individuals tend to perceive higher levels of unfair treatment in general compared 
to white individuals. Perhaps token status does little to change this. A minority token may 
perceive unfair treatment from their coworkers, in addition to other forces in the 
workplace. A minority non-token can still perceive unfair treatment from supervisors and 
the organization. However, tokenism does play an important role for white individuals. 
White non-tokens are surrounded by like others, and are unlikely to perceived unfair 
treatment. White tokens, on the other hand, are surrounded by non-white individuals. 
These individuals may view themselves in an inferior position and, in turn, perceive 
unfair treatment from supervisors or the organization. They may also perceive unfair 
treatment based on their race from their different-race coworkers.  
Subtle vs. Overt Perceived Discrimination 
 Two types of discrimination were investigated in the current study: subtle and 
overt. Because few studies have focused on perceived discrimination at work, it was of 
interest to investigate possible differences between forms of unfair treatment. For the 
EEO, minority segmentation and diversity climate models, there appeared to be no 
pattern of differences between subtle and overt perceived discrimination. However, as 
highlighted in previous discussions of results, there were some differences for the two 
types of social support.  
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First, both subtle and overt sex-based discrimination were found to mediate the 
relationship between instrumental social support and all outcomes. Minority status did 
not moderate the relationship between predictor and perceived discrimination in each 
case. However, there were differences in indirect effects. For the subtle sex-based 
models, the indirect effect was significant for women but not men. For the overt sex-
based models, the effects were either significant or not for both groups. There were 
similar findings for subtle and overt race-based discrimination. Here, the indirect effects 
were significant for non-white participants and non-significant for white participants for 
subtle race discrimination, but either jointly significant or non-significant for overt race-
based discrimination. This pattern of findings was nearly identical for emotional social 
support.  
Because this pattern of results was not mirrored in models involving the other 
four organizational antecedents, these findings likely illuminate how social support 
operates in the workplace more so than differences between subtle and overt 
discrimination. Perhaps reported levels of social support were more strongly linked to 
overt discrimination for both groups, because lack of support is a form of overt 
discrimination. For example, one of the items on the overt race-based discrimination 
scale was “At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my 
race/ethnicity.” Being included in work activities is a form of instrumental social support. 
Indirect effects for overt discrimination were similar for minority and majority group 
members in social support models because of the strong conceptual overlap between the 
two constructs.  
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Subtle discrimination, on the hand, is more like interpersonal mistreatment, and is 
likely less strongly related to social support than overt discrimination. Perhaps the 
reported relationship between social support and subtle discrimination is stronger for 
minority group members because of attributions.  When minority individuals lack social 
support, they are more likely to view minority status as a cause, whereas majority group 
members are more likely to perceive other reasons. Thus, majority group members are 
failing to report a relationship between social support and subtle discrimination because 
subtle discrimination (i.e. interpersonal mistreatment) likely has other causes in their 
minds.  
Sex-based vs. Race-based Perceived Discrimination 
 An examination of models pertaining to each of the six organizational antecedents 
does not reveal outstanding differences between race-based and sex-based discrimination. 
Patterns of differences seemed to lie within the models for an individual antecedent. 
Specifically, the models for minority segmentation revealed differences by type of 
minority. The sex-based discrimination models all supported the overall model where 
discrimination mediated the relationship between minority segmentation and outcomes. 
However, minority status was not found to be a moderator in any of the outcomes and the 
indirect effects were significant for both men and women in every case. The race-based 
discrimination models, on the hand, demonstrated that minority status moderated the 
relationship between minority segmentation and discrimination either marginally or 
significantly in eight of ten models. Additionally, the indirect effects were significant for 
non-white individuals and non-significant for white individuals in most cases. Possible 
explanations for these patterns of findings were discussed in a previous section covering 
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the results for minority segmentation. Taken together, the type of discrimination (race-
based or sex-based) does not seem to be as important as the antecedents and other 
elements entered into the mediation models.  
Conclusions 
 A total of 120 moderated mediation models were investigated in the current 
paper. The majority of the models demonstrated that perceived workplace discrimination 
mediates the relationship between workplace conditions and outcomes. Taken together, 
poor workplace conditions related to greater perceived discrimination which related to 
negative consequences for individuals from all groups. While not consistent with a priori 
hypotheses, these findings are novel and suggest that a lack of commitment to workplace 
diversity adversely affects all employees, minority or not. However, patterns of 
moderation and indirect effects reveal that relationships may be stronger for minority 
group members, suggesting that these workplace factors adversely affect minority 
individuals to a greater degree.    
 The bulk of previous research has focused on individual differences which relate 
to the perception of discrimination. The current study is novel in that it demonstrates the 
importance of the environment in precipitating feelings of unfair treatment. The 
perception of discrimination is the logical precursor to discrimination claims and as such 
organizations may want to place importance on creating a fair workplace for all 
individuals.  Emphasizing a commitment to EEO policy, reducing minority segmentation, 
strengthening diversity climate, creating opportunities for instrumental and emotional 
social support, and being aware of employees with token status may help enhance the 
fairness of an organization and improve workplace attitudes and health for all employees.  
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Limitations 
 The main limitation of the full demonstration is likely the untested nature of many 
of the measures. Both measures of perceived discrimination, the perceived Equal 
Employment Opportunity (EEO) measure, the minority segmentation measure, and the 
token status measure are relatively new and do not have extensive reliability and validity 
information. Although a pilot test was conducted to evaluate the quality of all measures 
and many analyses resulted in many significant findings, it would be worthwhile to 
gather more data using the newer scales.  
The measure of minority segmentation has some specific limitations. Each item in 
this scale refers to “minorities” or “majority group members”. However, unlike other 
scales used in the study, it does not define what a minority or majority member is. Thus, 
we do not know specifically to whom respondents were referring when they answered 
questions about these groups. It could be problematic if some respondents defined a 
“minority” as a woman, while other intended a “minority” to be a non-white individual, 
and still others referred to any group who happened to comprise a small percentage of 
their workplace. A layer of complexity is added since the current study compared a 
priori-defined minority to majority group members based on their perceptions of 
undefined minority groups. As previously addressed, this may account for differences in 
results between men/women and whites/non-whites. 
 Another consideration is the number of tests conducted. One-hundred and twenty 
tests of moderated mediation and two hundred and forty tests of simple mediation were 
conducted. Descriptive statistics such as correlations among measures and significance 
testing between groups on demographic characteristics were also conducted. This may 
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raise concerns about the Type I error rate. However, the number of significant findings 
far exceeds 5%. The consistency in findings between similar tests and within each type of 
organizational antecedent lessens fears about spurious results.  
 Finally, there were many instances of marginal significance. In several of these 
cases, there was evidence from related analyses that more power might result in 
significant findings. As such, the study could have benefited from a larger sample.  
 Limitations of the coworker study should also be mentioned. Most importantly, 
the sample size was very small. Less than 10% of the participants in the full 
demonstration had a matched coworker. It becomes difficult to conduct analyses, let 
alone draw many conclusions from the results. Moreover, participants were not always 
similar to coworkers in terms of gender, ethnicity, or position within the organization. 
Participants were asked to send the coworker survey to a similar other in terms of 
demographic and employment characteristics. This was not the case in many instances. 
Coworkers were asked to report on the environment, and when these individuals held a 
different position or perhaps were physically located in a different area from the 
coworker, perceptions may differ. Further, perceptions are likely to differ even more 
when the coworker is not similar in gender or ethnicity. Taken together, the results of the 
coworker survey should be interpreted with caution.  
Future Directions 
 The study investigated group differences two ways: comparing men to women 
and whites to non-whites. Every person appears in both analyses but some individuals 
shift minority status between the two. A natural next step is to compare true majority 
group members (i.e. white men) to single-minority group members (i.e. white women and 
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non-white men) and double-minority group members (i.e. non-white women). It would 
also be interesting to break the non-white minority group into specific ethnic groups, such 
as black and Hispanic individuals. The perceptions of black individuals may very well 
differ from other ethnic minorities, as some groups can “hide” their ethnicity and are less 
likely to receive differential treatment based on group membership. For example, many 
Hispanic individuals have light skin and an absence of an accent, and therefore may not 
be generally perceived as an ethnic minority.  
 Finally, the nature of perceived discrimination at work needs more attention in the 
literature. Perceptions of differential treatment can cost companies millions when they 
lead to a lawsuit. Yet, we understand little about what leads to perceived discrimination, 
as well as the composition of perceived discrimination itself. More studies are needed to 
investigate the difference between subtle and overt discrimination. Additionally, the 
source of discrimination at work is important. The measures of perceived discrimination 
in the current study addressed discrimination from interpersonal sources as well as 
institutional sources. Interpersonal sources of discrimination could include coworkers, 
supervisors, or other people at work. Institutional sources of discrimination come from 
policies and practices enacted by the organization as a whole. Depending on the source, 
feelings of differential treatment may vary by group. This study was unable to tease apart 
differences among source of discrimination, but future studies should pay attention to this 
issue. 
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